Students’ representations of political participation : implications for citizenship education in Mexico City’s secondary schools by Pérez Expósito, Leonel
 
1 
 
Students’ Representations of Political Participation: Implications for 
Citizenship Education in Mexico City’s Secondary Schools 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leonel Pérez Expósito 
 
 
 
 
Thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the PhD degree at 
the Institute of Education, University of London 
 
August 2013 
 
2 
ABSTRACT 
Within a growing body of research there is a tendency towards a depoliticisation of 
citizenship education (CE) which seems to be replicated by different programs in school.  
In this thesis, however, I argue for CE that engages with a political perspective through the 
enhancement of students’ experiences of participation within their daily contexts, 
particularly the school. The argument develops from an in-depth analysis of students’ 
representations of political participation (PP) and a consideration of implications for CE in 
Mexico City’s secondary schools.   
 Based on a mixed methodology that included qualitative work in two schools from 
contrasting delegaciones (municipalities) of Mexico City, and a representative survey 
(n=828) of third grade students from all the general secondary schools in these two areas, 
the thesis finds that students experience a general condition of exclusion from PP. They are 
largely excluded from a) their own representation of PP, b) the curricular characterisation 
of PP, and c) quality participation in their schools, families, and broader communities. This 
account coexists, however, with an ideal characterisation of PP embraced by students and 
teachers, which reaches its highest level in the curriculum of Civic and Ethical Formation. 
It turns considerably idealistic due to the lack of practical instrumentation and a strong 
discrepancy with participants’ representations of actual student involvement in school. 
Thus, the expected distance in education between real and ideal becomes nonsense. As the 
ideal is no longer an achievable point of reference, it loses the capacity of orienting a 
significant pedagogical practice. One of the main consequences of this gap is that students, 
teachers and principals learn the puerile and politically correct discourse about democracy 
and student participation. Simultaneously they are socialised into a rather authoritarian 
school system, where democracy is a marginal and sporadic phenomenon.  
 In spite of this situation that reflects the current priorities of secondary schools, the 
thesis shows that students’ participation in school is a key factor to developing a virtuous 
circle of participation with the family and broader communities. For this purpose, 
enhancing quality political participation in school is vital. I call this the politicisation of 
CE.  
 While previous works identify PP with the domain of politics, or dissolves any 
distinctive meaning by ambiguously interchanging the term with others like civic 
engagement, the thesis provides a more meaningful theoretical approach, clearly inclusive 
of adolescents, and specially thought to be enacted in the school. It is proposed that its 
performance entails the construction of a ‘school of proximal development’, the scaffold 
through which students’ politicity can evolve in an authentic, autonomous and efficacious 
way. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
According to Dewey (2004 [1916]), the school should balance its socialising function with its 
transformative role. However, current dominant policies in education are mostly based, not even 
on socialising students, but on the logic of adaptation. The emphasis lies on educating for the 
current demands of society, particularly on responding to the exigencies of the economic system 
and the labour market, whether or not these are justifiable and desirable. Recent education 
reforms are based on the idea that the best way of achieving this goal is through the definition of 
concrete learning outcomes for all, to be assessed by periodic standardised tests. These are seen 
as the best indicator of how well we are preparing children and young people to be proficient 
within the competitive neoliberal labour market. On this logic, “the idea of public education for 
the common good is being replaced by the insistence that anyone can provide public education, 
even at a profit, so long as it improves tested outcomes for individual students.” (Hargreaves & 
Shirley, 2012, p. ix) This is one of the main ways in which the reasoning about standardisation 
meets the logic of the market in education. 
 In many countries, the expansion of this twofold logic in education reforms overlaps with 
the introduction of compulsory citizenship education. The rationale of these programs, however, 
relies strongly on a transformative rhetoric. In  Mexico, for instance, the aim is not to educate 
citizens according to some dominant trends of our public life: lack of participation, growing 
violence, corruption and discredit of professional politicians, etc. Rather, citizenship education is 
justified as a way of reversing these negative tendencies through the formation of a solidary, 
tolerant, participative, conscious, civically engaged, and well politically informed student. 
Citizenship education, then, might appear as a moral reservoir that concentrates the 
transformative potential of the school, abandoned by the current priorities of the education 
system.  
 This thesis is motivated by the idea that, in this context, citizenship education faces a 
relevant dilemma. Just as democracy has come to be functional to an economic system that 
increases world’s wealth by expanding inequality (Stiglitz, 2012), citizenship education can turn 
functional to the dominant logic of schooling by becoming a rhetorical subject through which the 
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transformative role of the school is socially and only discursively justified. Conversely, a 
citizenship education convincingly engaged with its transformative character can be a significant 
factor for changing the priorities of current dominant education policies. This last option, in my 
opinion, depends deeply on recovering the political character of citizenship education in the 
school. This work provides an argument for such education. 
   
1.1 Rationale: positioning the thesis in the wider literature 
There are two dominant and contrasting narratives within the recent literature on youth political 
participation. The first portrays young people as politically apathetic, civically disengaged, or 
involved in individualistic forms of participation. This discourse on youth’s political activity is 
based on research findings that indicate a decline in conventional forms of political participation, 
like electoral turnout and political party affiliation (Dalton & Wattenberg, 2000; Forbrig, 2005; 
IDEA, 2006; Macedo, 2005; Park, 2000). Beyond these practices, the youth disengaged 
paradigm (Bennett, 2008) has its contemporary origin in the argument that different forms of 
civic engagement in general have decreased considerably, especially among the youth. Certain 
characteristics of our liquid modern way of life (Bauman, 2007), like increasing mobility and 
transformations towards sedentary and technological leisure activities, push young people to 
very atomistic forms of participation, through which they mainly pursue individual interests 
(Boggs, 1997; Putnam, 1995a, 1995b). Accordingly, the young are increasingly indifferent to the 
news on public affairs, and seem reluctant to know about political issues (Galston, 2001).  
 On the contrary, the youth engaged paradigm (Bennett, 2008) argues that the apparent 
decline in participation points out a transformation in how the young get involved in political 
action (Bang, 2005; Li & Marsh, 2008; Quintelier, 2007). From this perspective, the narrative of 
political disengagement dismisses creative developments and “overlooks certain positive trends 
in youth engagement, such as a steep rise in the volunteering rate […].” (Levine, 2006, p. 15) 
The disengaged paradigm “treats a withdrawal from major institutions as a decline, when these 
trends may actually reflect growing sophistication” (p.16).  
 The debate is not exclusive of the so-called developed countries. Discussions over more 
recent events, like the Arab spring, the M15 protests in Spain, the Occupy crusade, the student 
mobilisations in Chile and Argentina, and the Mexican movement “I am 132”, uphold the global 
character of this debate. In Latin America, for instance, whereas some studies support certain 
claims of the youth’s disengagement narrative (Reimers & Cárdenas, 2010; SITEAL, 2008), 
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others identify changes in the forms of political participation due to significant transformations 
in contemporary Latin-American societies (Balardini, 2000; Krauskopf, 2000).  For those who 
were young in the decades of the 60’ and 70’ these alternative practices may appear as politically 
irrelevant, but it does not mean apathy in youth. Rather, they are more selective in their actions, 
choosing those with a higher probability of being effective, related to their daily lives, and out of 
traditional organisations and repertoires (Balardini, 2000; Pérez Expósito, 2007). 
1.1.1 Civic and citizenship participation/engagement: evading dissensus and losing 
clarity. The depoliticisation of citizenship education 
Both sides of the debate on young people’s participation are relevant for Citizenship Education 
(CE). On the one hand, the youth disengaged narrative is an important element in the rationale 
for the formal introduction of CE in schools
1
. On the other hand, the opposite narrative has 
informed CE about desirable and undesirable forms of participation among the youth. In general, 
current programs tend to emphasise community service, formal participation through 
representation, involvement in civic organisations and NGO’, volunteering, and political 
consumerism, rather than envisaging an Occupy activist, or a street protester (Cox, Jaramillo, & 
Reimers, 2005; ECS, 2000; Great Britain. Advisory Group on Citizenship. & Qualifications and 
Curriculum Authority (Great Britain), 1998; SEP, 2007b).  
 As a result of this influence, CE has embraced categories such as citizenship participation, 
active citizenship, community involvement, or civic engagement. By doing so, these programs 
tacitly concur with the characteristic conceptual ambiguity of a significant body of literature 
related to young people’s participation and the field of CE. Different works in this area either 
use political participation, citizenship participation, civic engagement and other labels 
indistinctively, with little or none theoretical foundation, or arbitrarily expand their semantic 
fields producing a fuzzy conceptual overlap (e.g. Henn, Weinstein, & Wring, 2002; Kahne & 
Sporte, 2008; Martinez, Penaloza, & Valenzuela, 2012; Sherrod, Torney-Purta, & Flanagan, 
2010b; Wilkenfeld, Lauckhardt, & Torney-Purta, 2010). If there are no theoretical arguments for 
using one of these categories, then, why some authors, for instance, use civic engagement instead 
of political participation? And why others randomly interchange between these labels?   
 I call them labels, because concepts are developed in order to gain precision about the 
reasons why we classify certain things under one word. There may be disagreement on the use of 
                                                 
1
 Not surprisingly, the expansion of CE programs in different countries at the end of the 20
th
 century 
converges with the growing popularity of this literature. 
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the concept while acknowledging its semantic transparency. Without it, words turn easily 
interchangeable labels, because we have no clarity about the kind of things they name and why 
they belong to the same category. A very illustrative example in this regard is the notion of civic 
engagement, which relatively rapidly has achieved a dominant positioning within the literature 
on youth’s participation and CE. As Berger (2009, 2011) critically points out, civic engagement 
is an umbrella term used to make reference to considerable contrasting topics “without clarifying 
none”: “civic engagement can mean everything from charitable giving to associational 
membership, political participation, artistic expression, or community service”. (Berger, 2009, p. 
335) 
 In spite of different attempts of bringing certain semantic distinctiveness to civic 
engagement, the term is characterised by its substantial vagueness. As Amna (2012) argues, “the 
important question of how we should deal theoretically with the concept of civic engagement 
remains unanswered” (p. 613). Paradoxically, as the author recognises, his article appears in a 
special issue on Political and Civic Engagement Development in Adolescence (Journal of 
Adolescence). While this body of research
2
 provides a wide range of interesting findings and 
relevant contributions, in my view, eliciting developmental theories of something that can be 
anything; of something that no one can name with certain degree of theoretical clarity and 
foundation, can be rather risky for citizenship education. 
 A more grounded problematisation of civic engagement is found in Berger (2011). Not 
surprisingly, the result of his investigation was to drop the term and to replace it with a more 
analytically useful one: political engagement. Why, then, the recent literature related to CE 
keeps using a theoretically flawed category? Why do influential works in the field seem reluctant 
to use political participation as their central concept when dealing with youth participation? In 
my opinion, there are two explanations. The first is that civic engagement appears as inclusive of 
political participation. Some authors, frequently without considering alternative theoretical 
perspectives on political participation, and with little or none justification of their choice, 
equalise political participation with actions in the domain of politics and government. The 
Introduction to the Handbook of research on civic engagement in youth exemplifies this 
tendency. For the editors, “today the word political has come to mean affairs of the state, the 
business of government, or actions in the electoral or partisan arena.” (Sherrod et al., 2010b, p. 6) 
In contrast, in their view, civic engagement, while considering the political domain, also 
                                                 
2
 Another example of this reserach program is Sherrod, Torney-Purta, and Flanagan (2010a) 
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comprises other forms of participation, like volunteering or community service, in which the 
young are more likely to be actively involved.  
 The second account about the use of civic engagement and the reluctance towards 
political participation refers to the popularity of a term with a predominantly positive resonance, 
both in the specialised and wider public. Berger (2011) shows how since Putnam’s first works on 
civic engagement (Putnam, 1995a, 1995b; Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993), the use of the 
term has dramatically increased in the US, both in the media and peer reviewed articles. Its 
popularity comes along with a general positive connotation. It is a much less contested term than 
political participation, because for many people the word political has more negatives, like being 
associated with power, corruption, self-interests and conflict (see Chapter 5). Accordingly, it is 
more likely that people support the need of citizenship education based on civic engagement, 
than political education based on political participation. In England, for instance, Bernard Crick 
was an engaged advocate of political education in the late seventies. In his texts, the notion of 
the political was deeply problematise as it was political participation (Bernard Crick & Heater, 
1977; Bernard Crick, Porter, & Hansard Society for Parliamentary Government., 1978). Twenty 
years later, he chaired the Advisory Group on Citizenship that achieved the formal introduction 
of CE in England’s schools. As the Advisory Group stated “ ‘political education and political 
literacy’ […] might now seem too narrow a term to catch our meaning compared to ‘citizenship 
education’ ”(Great Britain. Advisory Group on Citizenship. & Qualifications and Curriculum 
Authority (Great Britain), 1998, p. 11). Was it only the narrowness of political education a 
problem or also its controversial character? Was CE a more effective term for gaining more 
support in order to be formally included in schools? While both are contested terms, citizenship 
seems to have more “positives” in its social perception than the notion of the political. Certainly, 
and not only in England, CE is broader than political education, as it is its program for students’ 
participation. However, as happens with the notion of civic engagement, the ambiguity in regard 
to the kind of participation that it aims to promote in students, and why, is also bigger. And, to 
me, when we are dealing with expected learning outcomes, clarity is always a virtue. 
 Both explanations offer an account of how and why political participation has been 
demoted in importance within CE. I call this the depoliticisation of citizenship education: a 
consequence of evading higher levels of dissensus and controversy, while losing theoretical and 
pedagogical clarity. It is not only a matter of using or replacing categories. When we are 
analysing youth’s participation or when we aim to encourage a participatory citizenship among 
children and adolescents, the relegation of the political and its lack of problematisation entail a 
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depoliticised view on the young’s participatory practices; therefore, a conception of children and 
adolescents as depoliticised subjects.  
 By using a notion of political participation that circumscribes it within the domain of 
politics and government, explicitly or indirectly, a future oriented view of students’ politicity is 
reinforced. This is the domain within which students will be truly politically active. The role of 
citizenship education is to prepare students for that future. In the present their politicity is denied. 
At best, as the title of Hahn’s book on citizenship education reminds us, they are becoming 
political (Hahn, 1998). While there are very recent examples of how adolescents can affect or 
influence this domain (Nuñez, 2011; TvPTS, 2010), if we restrict the political within it, students 
will always be in a disadvantageous position, in so far some of their rights are not legally 
recognised yet, those that allow regular participation in certain powerful agencies and repertoires 
within this domain.  
 By replacing political participation for less controversial categories like civic 
engagement or community service, students’ participation relies strongly on moral and altruistic 
motivation (Van Goethem et al., 2012), rather than being a consequence of the awareness of 
their position within a political relationship. I will clarify this distinction in Chapter 2. For now, I 
want to emphasise how from a political perspective, participation is seen more as a source of 
moral learning and development, than an outcome. The Aristotelic view on participation in the 
Polis as the way par excellence of cultivating virtue (Aristotle, 1946, 2004) means that practice 
constitutes the foundation of morality. This philosophical premise has been empirically explored 
in research that shows how moral awareness and development is one of the positive effects of 
political participation (D. Hart & Carlo, 2005; McIntosh & Youniss, 2010; Leonel  Pérez 
Expósito, Ortiz Tirado, González, & Gordillo, 2012). However, the emphasis in less 
controversial and morally driven forms of participation obstructs the problematisation of the 
many ways in which political participation can be inclusive of adolescents, as well as the various 
practical configurations through which it can be creatively performed.  
 Opposite to these trends, this thesis aims to provide a solid argument for the politicisation 
of citizenship education through the enhancement of students’ experiences of political 
participation arising from their daily contexts, particularly the school. Its departing point will be 
an in-depth analysis of students’ representations of political participation. The argument results 
from the implications that such representations have for citizenship education in Mexico City’s 
secondary schools.  
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 Before presenting the research questions that have oriented my inquiry, the thesis’s main 
argument, and how it is developed through the succeeding chapters, I will show a brief historical 
overview of citizenship education in Mexico as a second element in the rationale of this work. 
1.1.2 Citizenship education in Mexico 
Citizenship education in Mexico’s secondary education is a component of the national 
curriculum within the area of Civic and Ethical Formation (CEF), which takes place through the 
years of basic education
3
. In this whole cycle, CEF has been thought of as a group of 
competences to be developed through four domains: 1) a specific curricular content to be worked 
in classroom, 2) Cross-curricular content with other subjects (e.g. History and Spanish) 3) the 
school environment, and 4) students’ daily life (SEP, 2007b, 2011c). As a specific course, 
CEF has four hours per week in the secondary school’s timetable, in second and third grades.  
The program’s content is organised through three formative axes: 1) Personal formation, 2) 
Ethical formation, and 3) Citizenship formation. The central purposes of CEF are that students: 
• Recognise themselves as subjects with dignity and rights, able to make decisions and 
commitments that ensure the enjoyment and care of its person, both in its quality of personal life 
and collective welfare, towards the construction of their life project.  
• Understand that human rights and democracy are the frame of reference to make autonomous 
decisions that enrich coexistence, and to question actions that violate the right of people and 
affect their natural and social environment.  
• Recognise that the characteristics of democracy in a state of law allow the regulation of their 
relations with the authority; people and groups, while actively participate socially and politically 
in actions that ensure more democratic, intercultural, solidarity-based, and fairer ways of life. 
(SEP, 2011c, p. 14)
4
 
 
These three principal aims summarise the dominant discourse in the curriculum (Chapter 6), and 
represent the culmination of a significant change in the orientation of CEF which begins in 1999 
with its formal introduction in secondary school. However, civic and/or ethical/moral education 
in the independent Mexico can be traced back to the first half of 19
th
 Century. From that period 
to its latest reform in 2011, changes in the official content CEF
5
 can be seen as a transition 
oriented towards the following dimensions: secularism, a commitment with democracy, a 
procedural value education, balance between nationalism and cosmopolitanism, 
acknowledgement of cultural diversity, gender equity, and an adolescent centred orientation in 
                                                 
3
 Basic education in Mexico includes pre-school (3 years), primary education (6 years, 6 to 12 years old) 
and secondary school (3 years, 12 to 15 years old).  
4
 As in this case, all quotes from official documents in the thesis were translated by my own. 
5
 I use this term acknowledging that it is the formal name of the subject only since 1999. 
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the case of secondary education. As expected, probably more than any other school subject, 
transformations in the orientation of CEF correspond to significant discursive and practical 
changes in the broader national political life.  
 During the 19
th
 Century the central concerned was moral education (Latapí, 2003). This 
education combined a Catholic and Christian morality with a civic indoctrination aimed to 
promote a new identity, the citizen, within the new-born Mexican independent and national state. 
Representative educational artefacts of this combination were the Civic or Political Catechisms.  
Even when the constitution of 1857 formally founded a liberal state, which for the first time had 
not recognised Catholicism as the official religion of the Mexican state, “between 1808 and 1890, 
at least 45 [civic/political] catechisms were published in Mexico”. (Roldán, 2012, p. 49). These 
were widely used in the schools until the beginning of the 20
th
 Century. However with the 
growing influence of the positivist philosophy during the dictatorship of Porfirio Díaz (1876-
1911), known as Porfiriato, the content of the morality to be taught changed towards a more 
secular meaning. Now it was identified with “a well ordered man, who trusts in his reason as 
well as in supported evidence, distant from metaphysical and theological speculations, altruistic, 
productive, and tolerant” (Latapí, 2003, p. 18). This regime, however, was interested in moral 
education as a vehicle to promote respect for the authority and social order. As such, whilst in 
1891 a curriculum that included moral and civic instruction was recognised in the law, in the last 
years of the Porfiriato (1908), the moral component was removed, while civic instruction 
remained with an emphasis on legal knowledge, respect for the law and enforcement. 
 After the Mexican revolution with the creation of the Secretaría de Educación Pública 
(Secretariat of Public Education) (SEP) in 1921, the ends of moral and civic formation changed 
to an emphasis on nationalism, and a secular morality based on social justice, solidarity and 
cooperation. The establishment of the secondary school in 1923 aimed to balance these social 
values with an education that would help students to reflect and decide over their vocational 
options, against egocentric individualism (Levinson, 2004; Meneses Morales, 1986). However, 
as Vaughan (1991) argues, the education policy from 1924-1940 had two contrasting 
orientations: 1) education as a vehicle of social control and discipline, and 2) the expansion of 
schooling as the main strategy for awaking the popular consciousness and to mobilise the rural 
communities in favour of the structural reforms that the government in turn considered necessary. 
Education was also vital for constructing a state after the revolution (Rockwell, 2007) and 
strengthening its centralised power. Thus, the civic rhetoric of cooperation, solidarity and social 
justice converged, sometimes in a functional and others in an antagonistic way, with a broader 
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policy of state formation, expansion and control which, in turn, sometimes appeared as 
empathetic with the cause of the oppressed under the revolutionary claims of social justice. 
          Such contrasts probably reached its highest point during the presidential period of Lázaro 
Cárdenas. On the one hand, as Loyo and Torres Septién (1991) claim, the post-revolutionary 
education policy achieved its most radical stage with the reform of 1934, known as the socialist 
school. The course of civic culture introduced in 1932, had changed by 1937 to socialist 
information and practice. There, socialist ideology and Marxist’s conceptual tools were taught 
as a way of understanding Mexican history and its contemporary problems and perspectives 
(Meneses Morales, 1986). For the first time, the pedagogy was not restricted to prescription and 
instruction, but displayed a practice-based orientation. Pupils “participated in student 
government and mutual aid societies to practice cooperative social work.  […][They] made 
frequent trips to shops and factories in order to gain a fuller appreciation of working-class life.” 
(Levinson, 2004, pp. 271-272) The socialist orientation conveyed an explicit struggle against 
any form of religious education, all of which entail a clear clash with conservative sectors of the 
Mexican society and their aspirations in regard to public moral education. On the other hand, not 
only education policy, but in general the radical social policy of Cardenism was also a way of 
integrating broad sectors of workers and peasants into the growing state apparatus, which 
prepared the terrain for a very effective corporatist  mechanism of control, manipulation and 
discipline. 
 The cardenist orientation to education policy changed drastically during the next 
presidential period. Ironically, the “socialist school” abruptly disappeared into an education 
policy known as the “school of love”, where the conservative morality (previously diminished) 
found a place (Meneses Morales, 1986). From this period until 1974, the subject was named 
civics (civismo). The reforms of 1974 subsume former separate subjects in secondary education 
into broader topics like “social sciences”, which comprised history, geography, and civics. 
According to Latapí (2003), while there were variations, the conception of civics maintained 
three main elements in its orientation during the second half of 20
th
 Century: “a) knowledge of 
law and country’s institutions, b) the formation of habits required to the well-functioning of 
society,  and c) the promotion of a sense of national identity.” (Latapí, 2003, p. 21) 
 In 1946 an education reform established the four core values of  the Mexican education 
system in the constitution (Latapí, 2003; Zorrilla, 1998): 1) harmonic development of all human 
faculties, 2) Scientific knowledge and laicism, 3) Nationalism and love to the country, and 4) 
Democracy as a way of life for achieving economic, social, and cultural development [see 
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Article 3 in Poder Legislativo (2012)]. These values will be a central reference for further 
transformations in civic education. However, until 1992, civic education remained focused on 
nationalism and patriotism, emphasising the knowledge of Mexican law and national institutions, 
discipline and well behaviour. In the Acuerdo para la Modernización de la Educación Básica in 
1992 (Agreement for the Modernisation of Basic Education), the rhetoric of modernisation and 
neoliberalism with its corresponding discourse about democracy was clearly identifiable. Civics 
was again an independent subject with three hours per week in second and third grades of 
secondary education. Three tendencies that would characterise further transformations were 
already recognisable in this reform: 1) the return of moral education under the paradigm of value 
education. 2) An emphasis on the discourse about democracy and its benefits. 3) The relevance 
of the global arena and universal principles. 
 Since the student movement of 1968, Mexico began a slow, painful, contradictory, 
diverse and sometimes hopeful process of democratisation, which extends from the arena of 
social movements and civil organisations, to its more formal political domain. In 1999, just one 
year before the first election of a president from a different political party than the official PRI 
(Partido Revolucionario Institucional [Institutional Revolutionary Party]), which governed the 
country from 1929 to 2000, the subject Civic and Ethical Formation (CEF) was introduced in all 
the grades of secondary school
6
. CEF represented a major change in the history of civic and 
moral education in Mexico (Latapí, 2003; Levinson, 2004). On the one hand, the program 
introduced an innovative perspective which was a combination of new preferences in its content 
with a significant change in the pedagogical orientation. In regard to the former, the curriculum 
was articulated by a movement from human nature and adolescence towards citizenship 
participation, participation in society and democracy as a form of government. Thus, the scope 
of the program ranged from reflection on students’ individual and collective identities, 
adolescence and youth’s issues (sexuality, health, addictions, and youth & future), to 
participation in society, and the study of rights, law and government in a democratic society. In 
regard to the pedagogical style, the reform made a critique to previous approaches to civic and 
ethical education based on prescription and indoctrination. Conversely, it argued for a teaching 
style that would lead to the development of practical skills, through which students would relate 
the subject’s themes with their interests and daily lives. This pedagogical approach would also 
                                                 
6
 This new subject replaced civics and educational orientation, a course that was centred more on 
vocational, psychological, and moral orientation, which was envisaged to serve as a guide for students’ process of 
identity formation. 
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promote the practice of democratic values, attitudes and forms of collective and collaborative 
participation (SEP, 2001).  
 On the other hand, the program of 1999 affirmed some tendencies from past proposals 
(secularism and commitment with democracy); clarified and emphasised more recent ones like a 
procedural value education under the idea of values for living together, and a balance between 
nationalism and cosmopolitanism (from the reform of 1992), and introduced new elements to be 
used in the succeeding curricular reforms. In this regard, it was particularly relevant an approach 
centred in adolescence and adolescents, and a discursive inclusion of gender equity (Levinson, 
2004). 
 In 2006, the curriculum and general orientation of secondary education was deeply 
reformed again.  CEF was given 4 hours per week in second and third grades. The curriculum 
maintained some of the principles, purposes and orientation from the previous program, while 
introduced significant changes. It was aimed to develop eight civic competences, rather than 
abstract knowledge, skills and attitudes, separately.  These were 1) self-knowledge and self-care;  
2) self-regulation and responsible exercise of freedom; 3) respect for, and appreciation of 
diversity; 4)  sense of belonging to the community, the nation and humanity; 5)  management 
and resolution of conflicts;  6) social and political participation;  7) adherence to legality and 
sense of justice; and 8) understanding and appreciation for democracy (SEP, 2007b). It also 
stated that CEF comprised three dimensions: 1) a specific curricular content to be worked in 
classroom, 2) Cross-curricular content with other subjects (e.g. History and Spanish) 3) the 
school environment; as well as three formative axes: personal, ethical and citizenship formation 
(SEP, 2007b).  
 The last reform was in 2011. The current curriculum is strongly based on the previous 
program. It keeps the eight civic competences and the three formative axes, but adds the 
dimension of students’ daily life to the three already established. In this regard, the program 
emphasises the importance of the relations between the school, family and community, 
especially for practicing those competences with a more social character. The new program 
made some modifications to the definition of the competences. It keeps the organisation of the 
content as in the 2006’ program, while modifies and clarifies some topics and learning outcomes. 
Probably it most relevant contribution is the guide to teachers. While other reforms also 
included this guide, the new program is much more complete, it explains in detail the teaching of 
CEF, and it is linked to a variety of resources and educational materials. 
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 The programs of 2006 and 2011 ratify previous advances in CEF, some of which 
originated at the end of 19
th
 century and between 1910 and 1946, and others of more recent 
development: secularisation, commitment with democracy, a procedural value education, a 
balance between nationalism, cosmopolitanism and universal principles, an approach centred in 
adolescence and adolescents, and gender equity. However, as a result of the creation of the 
Coordinación General de Educación Intercultural y Bilingüe in the SEP (General Coordination 
of Intercultural and Bilingual Education), the current curriculum includes an emphasis on the 
local community level, a commitment with cultural diversity, and the acknowledgement of 
Mexico as a pluricultural nation with more than 15 million indigenous people from 62 ethnic 
groups (CDI, 2012). 
 The previous overview has been exclusively focused on the official tendencies in CEF in 
the normative domain: legal framework and curriculum. However, one of the main challenges is 
concerned with its practice in schools. In the rationale for the curricular reform of 2006, the SEP 
identifies some relevant problems in this regard: 
• Disciplinary and professional identity of teachers, which raises different bias to the contents’ 
treatment. 
• Difficulty in linking students’ experiences with the programs’ content and, therefore, the 
impoverishment of those experiences when receive an anecdotal treatment. 
• Excessive formalisation of unfamiliar contents and minimum possibilities of discussion for 
students and teachers. 
• Limited research activities entrusted to the students, who are reduced to the repetition of 
information contained in the text book. 
• Difficulty of teachers to take distance from their personal values, resulting in a strong tendency 
to consider them as a parameter for judging the behaviour and opinions of students, even when 
they contradict the values promoted in the subject. 
• Dissonances between the discourse on values and everyday practice in the school 
• [Students] need to simulate to respond to the teachers’ expectations. 
• Discursive management of information and little relation to personal life. 
• Lack of confidence in own abilities, when it is required to express ideas and judgments about 
different topics. 
 
Most of these problems are an expected outcome of certain unsolved historical contradictions. 
As I will show in Chapters 5 to 9, some of them are far from being solved. I believe that the 
findings of this thesis, as well as its central argument, can be useful for understanding the 
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reasons of their persistence, and suggestive in regard to potential interventions for their 
resolution. 
 
1.2 Research questions 
In order to clarify my object of study I present the central research question that oriented my 
investigation: 
 What are the implications for citizenship education in Mexico City’s secondary 
schools of students’ representations of political participation? 
 
To identify and understand these implications was possible by comparing students’ 
representations of two interrelated objects, political participation and students’ political 
participation in school, and contrasting their perspective with two other angles: 1) teachers and 
principals’ representations, and 2) the normative domain: documents from the legal and 
regulatory framework for Mexico City’s secondary schools and the curriculum of Civic and 
Ethical Formation. In order to conduct my investigation through the comparison of these 
elements, I formulated the following Auxiliary Research Questions (ARQ): 
 ARQ 1: How do students represent political participation? 
 ARQ 2: How do students represent their political involvement in the school? 
 ARQ 3: How do teachers and principals’ representations support or contest students’ 
view? 
 ARQ 4: How is students’ political participation represented in the legal framework for 
Mexico City’s secondary schools? 
 ARQ 5: How is students’ political participation represented in the curriculum of Civic 
and Ethical Formation? 
 
 1.3 The main argument 
I explore the previous auxiliary questions in Chapters 5 to 7. A conceptual-analytical frame for 
such analysis is developed in Chapters 2 and 3.  The empirical research findings and the 
theoretical problematisation of political participation and student participation in school, allowed 
me to identify and formulate two groups of implications for citizenship education: descriptive 
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and normative. These are established and sustained in Chapters 8 and 9. Through this content, 
the following argument is developed: 
 There are two organising principles that arrange students’ representations into two 
broad groups: realistic and idealistic Political Participation (PP). Evidence from 
teachers' and principals’ views, as well as the normative account of pupils’ participation 
in the school (curriculum and legal framework), lead me to characterise the reality as a 
general situation where students are, in fact, largely excluded from PP. However, this 
depiction converges with an ideal representation which reaches its highest point in the 
curriculum of CEF. It turns significantly idealistic because of the absence of practical 
instrumentation; the noteworthy disparity in regard to pupils, teachers, and principals’ 
accounts of real participatory practices in the school; and the lack of truthful guidance 
on how to achieve it. Thus, the normal and expected distance between real and ideal 
becomes nonsense, in so far it reveals a strongly apolitical citizenship education in the 
school, through which the ideal is no longer an achievable point of reference. 
Consequently, it loses the capacity of orienting any significant pedagogical practice.  
 Mexico City’s secondary schools, then, are far from being the scaffold that 
contributes to students’ political development. On the contrary, it is a place where most 
of the actors involved (teachers, principals and pupils) learn the puerile and politically 
correct discourse about democracy and student participation. Simultaneously they are 
socialised into a rather authoritarian school system, where democracy is a marginal and 
sporadic phenomenon. This dominant situation of limited student participation becomes 
functional to the current priorities of secondary schools, the assessment and evaluation 
technologies operating through a centralised chain of vigilance that generates such 
demands, and the maintenance of the existing distribution of power within the schools 
and across the education system. 
 In spite of this situation, the school has the potential of stimulating a virtuous 
circle of student participation. For this purpose, enhancing authentic and efficacious 
pupils’ involvement is vital. In contrast to a body of literature and consequent citizenship 
education programs, the thesis argues for the politicisation of citizenship education as 
the main strategy for achieving this end. Here the political is seen as a positive attribute, 
based on the idea that the development of students’ politicity is highly desirable. In order 
to achieve this goal, the politicisation of citizenship education requires a shift to a 
pedagogical approach to political participation inclusive of adolescents, and to see the 
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school as the principal context for its enactment. This is to work on the construction of a 
‘school of proximal development’, the current inexistent scaffold that needs to be built in 
order to develop students’ politicity under the light of a more achievable ideal state. 
 
1.4 The structure and content of the thesis 
The argument of my thesis is sustained through the content of the succeeding chapters. These 
can be classified in three parts. Part 1 comprises Chapters 2, 3 and 4 where I present my 
theoretical and methodological approach. Part 2 ranges from Chapter 5 to 7 where I explore the 
auxiliary research questions presented above. These chapters analyse students’ representations of 
PP and present what I called the permissible, desirable and real representations of student 
participation in the school. Part 3 comprises Chapters 8 and 9, and deals with the implications 
for citizenship education of students’ representations. 
 Chapter 2 problematises the notion of political participation. It is divided in three main 
sections. Firstly, I explore the many ways in which participation can be political, and what these 
differences mean. I will argue that the semantic plasticity of the concept has a normative 
explanation, but also responds to the diversification of practices of participation across history 
and different social contexts. At the end, the political is a personal or collective positioning 
among different meanings around one concept, taken either by the participants, or the observer. 
Secondly, the chapter propose a specific way of dealing conceptually with the constant 
diversification of practices of political participation, under the notions of formality and 
informality. Lastly, I present a pedagogical approach to political participation. It is based on a 
notion of the political inclusive of adolescents and specially conceived to encourage secondary 
school students to discover and develop their own politicity through collaboration in the school. 
 Chapter 3 focuses on student participation in school. It presents a theoretical model for 
analysing and evaluating pupils’ participation in secondary school. It has two dimensions. The 
first aims to understand various configurations of participatory practices in the school across 
different domains of participation, agencies and repertoires. The second has to do with the 
quality of student participation: the extent to which it is autonomous, authentic and efficacious. 
Based on the problematisation on the notion of political participation in Chapter 1, the last 
section of the chapter argues why authentic, autonomous and efficacious student participation in 
the school can be regarded as political. 
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 Having presented these theoretical considerations, in Chapter 4 I explain the 
methodology of my research which is based on a non-dogmatic approach to mixed 
methodologies. It is argued about the need of keeping creativity and flexibility in the 
methodology of social sciences, and especially within an emerging perspective as mixed 
methods. The chapter presents and justifies the epistemological and ontological assumptions that 
oriented my research. As part of the ontology of my object, it includes a section on the notion of 
social representations which constitute an overarching phenomenon through quantitative and 
qualitative methods. This is why I see the study of students’ representations of PP as a fertile 
field for enhancing complementary between these two approaches. The succeeding sections 
explain my methodological decisions in regard to: research design; settings, population and 
sampling; data collection and analysis, and ethical considerations. 
 Part 2 begins with an analysis of students’ representations of PP in Chapter 5. On the one 
hand, it shows the extended variability and fragmentation in such representations. On the other 
hand, it identifies and develops four organising principles: the realistic PP, the idealistic PP, the 
presence of government, and the public character that students reclaim for political participation. 
The contrast between the first two principles is central for the thesis’s argument. The last two 
reveal a dominant representation of PP, from which students are very likely to be excluded or 
diminished in regard to the quality of their participation. Indeed, as I empirically show in 
Chapter 8, they are. 
 Chapter 6 and 7 are concerned with student (political) participation in school (SPP). In 
Chapter 6 I explore its normative representation: the permissible (how is SPP characterised in 
the legal framework for Mexico City’s secondary schools), and the desirable (how it is 
characterised in the curriculum of CEF). In the first, I highlight the coexistence of an ideal 
portrait of SPP and a contrasting normativity, which considerably restricts the possibilities of 
having quality student participation in school. In the second, while the explicit portrayal of PP is 
exclusive of adolescents, in so far it is reserved for their future, students are decisively 
encourage to participate in some domains of the school life. However, it also turns idealistic 
because it lacks of practical instrumentation (or at least suggested), and it is not grounded in a 
regulatory framework which supports its intended practices. 
 Chapter 7 analyses the representations of the real SPP. As in Chapter 6 the analysis is 
oriented by the model developed in Chapter 3. While students, teachers and principals recognise 
certain practices of participation, these are sporadic and rarely relevant in their quality. Rather, 
students’ participation in the school considerably resembles the permissible representation of the 
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regulatory framework. As an explanation, I argue that the current limited state of students’ 
participation turns functional to the wider dynamics of the secondary schools in Mexico City.  
 Once I have explored the representations of PP and students’ participation in the school, 
Chapter 8 develops three main implications for citizenship education. The first is a central 
challenge: secondary school students experience a general condition of exclusion from political 
participation. They are considerably excluded from a) their own representation of PP, b) the 
explicit curricular representation of PP, c) authentic participation in their schools, d) families, 
and d) in the local, national and global communities. Conversely, the second and third 
implications convey a solution. Firstly, increasing student participation in the school has the 
potential of promoting a virtuous circle of participation. It predicts a rise in students’ 
involvement in their families and communities, at the time that growing participation in these 
settings promotes an intensification of pupils’ participation in the school. Secondly, I argue how 
a representation of PP that runs counter to the dominant organising principles identified in 
Chapter 5, and contrasting to some key features of the curricular representation of PP, can 
enhance student participation in school.  
 Lastly, in Chapter 9 I contend the need of constructing a school of proximal development. 
I use a metaphor of Vygotsky’s concept in order to stress the logic of my findings and the 
necessity of outlining a series of recommendations for policy and practice in Mexico City’s 
secondary schools (the normative implications of students’ representations). The metaphor is 
also useful for arguing for the need of setting a more achievable ideal participation and to 
develop a school in which pupils can mature their politicity, and transit from a general situation 
of exclusion, to be active in more inclusive and significant practices of political participation 
across different contexts. The chapter ends with a reflection about the thesis’s contribution to 
knowledge, the identification of areas in which further research is needed, and a final 
restatement of my argument. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Political Participation 
 
Introduction 
This chapter aims to problematise the concept of Political Participation (PP) in order to develop 
a conceptual framework for the analysis of students’ representations of PP and their implications 
for citizenship education in Mexico City’s secondary schools. It is divided in three main sections. 
In section 2.1 I review different approaches to the notion of the political. The aim is to 
understand what does it mean to name certain practices of participation as political? I will argue 
that the semantic plasticity of the concept has a normative explanation, but also responds to the 
diversification of practices of participation across history and different social contexts. At the 
end, the political character of participation depends on a particular standpoint. It is a personal or 
collective positioning among different meanings around one concept, taken either by the 
participants, or the observer.  
 Practices of political participation are constantly diversifying. It means that multiple 
configurations between actor/agencies, repertoires, and targets or domains of participation can 
be found in different latitudes and arenas. In this regard, in section 2.2 I develop a notion of 
informality and formality in political participation as a conceptual device to identify whether a 
given political action challenges the practices that have been historically recognised and 
legitimised by the state, a given community, school, or any other institution; whether the action 
is oriented to a different entity other than government, and how the way it is organised 
challenges or not the dynamics of traditional organisations.  
 Having acknowledged that the political character of participation depends on a specific 
standpoint, in section 2.3 I will present my own understanding of political participation. Starting 
from the notion of politicity, this approach argues that children and adolescents are already 
political, therefore capable of being engaged in four main process of PP: resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation and persuasion. I will call this view a pedagogical approach to political 
participation.  
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2.1 Participation: what makes it political? 
Empirical research concerned with PP, both in the field of political science and social 
movements, has barely problematised the political character of participation. In other words, 
what distinguishes political from non-political participation? The debate on the meaning of the 
political has taken place principally in the arena of political theory and philosophy. However, 
such a conceptual discussion entails important practical implications regarding the understanding 
of historical transformations in the content, actors and forms of political actions. It is also 
relevant to understand why states, institutions and groups, recognise certain practices as political, 
while disregarding others, and how the political is used to legitimise or exclude certain actors, 
organisations, or repertoires of participation.   
 Defining the concept of the political is in itself a political act (Leftwich, 2004; Zizek, 
2008). It is a terrain of contestation. Several authors have understood the term radically different 
in various times and places; its meaning is a continuous debate (Heywood, 2013). Leftwich 
(2004) suggests that there are two broad approaches to the concept. On the one hand, some 
authors see the political as a particular arena: something becomes political when it takes place in 
the political space, which is different from the economical or the private sphere. On the other 
hand, the political has been defined as a particular process, either of conflict resolution, or 
decision-making. In addition to these two approaches, Franzé (2004) in his analysis of the 
concept in Aristotle, Weber and Schmitt, suggests three more standpoints: to define the political 
by its ends, means or as a particular type of relation. The first approach means, for instance, to 
understand the political as an activity whose end is the achievement of a just society. The second 
can be illustrated by the conception of violence or potential use of force as the distinctive means 
of political activity, while the third approach identifies it with a particular relation between 
persons and groups, for instance, where these are arranged as friends/enemies or adversaries. 
Using Franzé’s (2004) and Leftwich (2004) schemas, in this section I will analyse five 
approaches to the concept of the political and its implications for the understanding of political 
participation: the political defined a) by its ends, b) by its means, c) as a specific arena, d) as a 
process and e) as a type of relation.  
2.1.1 The political defined by its ends 
The political can be thought of as an activity whose end is distinctive and different from other 
forms of human action. This teleological approach was displayed in Aristotle’s classic work The 
politics. For the Greek philosopher everything in nature has its purpose; there is nothing created 
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randomly, without a natural end to pursue. In this regard, the human being is seen as a political 
animal (Aristotle, 1946); men
7
 exist to live in association with others in the Polis (the Greek 
word for the city, or the political community). The necessity of living in the Polis does not 
respond to the satisfaction of basic needs, but to the moral dimension of human life. It is in the 
Polis where men can realise the end for which they were created: the good life, characterised by 
the practice of virtue. The end of the life in the Polis is that every free man can practice the good 
life, which is only possible by cultivating the common good. 
 A Polis that assures the common good is a just community. Justice for Aristotle consists 
in “giving people what they deserve, giving each person his or her due.” (Sandel, 2009, p. 187) 
Justice, then, is a sine qua non condition for the common good.  Accordingly, the triad justice-
common good-virtue defines the end of the political, and there is no other way through which a 
man can achieve it.  
 The definition of a specific end as a distinctive characteristic of the political can also be 
found in the political philosophers from the renaissance, like Hobbes (1968[1651]) or 
Machiavelli (1995[1532]). In the former, the political moment seems to be identified with the 
creation of the state, and with the exercise of its sovereign power. The hypothetical situation of 
the social contract, through which men leave the state of nature, is aimed to guarantee self-
security and collective peace. Men cede their capacity to exercise force to a supreme entity, the 
state, in order to preserve their individual security. In Machiavelli, while the political is 
characterised as the effective practice of ruling, and it is distinguished from the domain of the 
ethical (Sartori, 1973b), it follows a clear end: the preservation of sovereign power, and the 
autonomy and freedom of its realm. 
 More recently, the characterisation of the political by its ends is also distinguishable as 
one of the elements in Rawls’s theory.  Certainly, the political in Rawls is mainly understood as 
a particular process within a specific arena, however oriented to a clear outcome: a well-ordered 
and just society. Rawls argues that his theory of justice is a political one, because it develops a 
process through which a just society can be built when its members subscribe competing, but 
reasonable, theories about the good (Rawls, 1993, 2001). Through this process, individuals 
within culturally diverse societies can agree the basic principles of justice and to apply them to 
what he understands as the basic structure of society (e.g. the national constitution and the 
                                                 
7
 I intentionally use men, because in Aristotle the Polis is a place for free men. Women and slaves do not 
participate in this arena.  
 
35 
economic system). While Rawls’s conception of justice is different from Aristotle8, they share 
the idea that this is the ultimate end of political activity.  
2.1.2 The political defined by its means 
According to Weber (1972[1920]), the end of the political will always be defined on the basis of 
values: justice, security, sovereignty, etc. Political activity is unavoidably related to values, but 
these are inherently subjective in content. Accordingly, there is nothing distinctive in the end of 
the political. Rather, the political is characterised by its means. The ends can vary, but the means 
of political activity are always the same. Basically, in Weber’s view the political operates 
through violence or the potential use of force. But this does not mean that every violent action is 
political, such character is reserved for the entity that monopolises the legitimate use of violence: 
the state. Those that temporarily occupy the governing institutions of the state (the government) 
are the ones that primarily exercise political action. As Nicholson (2004) points out, the 
“distinctive mark of a political action is that it can be enforced, because the government can 
coerce people into obedience by the threat of physical force, and ultimately by using it.” (p. 45) 
2.1.3 The political as a distinctive arena 
The two previous approaches to the concept of the political, while different among them, share a 
common feature: explicitly or indirectly locate the political into a specific space or arena. In 
Aristotle the Polis circumscribes the political. The oikos or domestic sphere, where the free man 
establishes a set of relationships with his woman, slaves or children, is not the domain of the 
political. In Weber, it is limited within the state. In Rawls (1993, 2001)   , the political is 
explicitly defined as the sphere where individuals exercise public reason: the reasonable 
discussion on fundamental issues of justice to be embodied in the basic structure of society. As 
McCarthy (1994, p. 50) states, public reason in the rawlsian sense is, then,  “connected with 
governmental and quasi-governmental venues and functions”, because they constitute the spaces 
where decisions over the basic structure of society are channelled. For Rawls (2001) this is the 
arena of political power, the “power of equal citizens as a collective body” (p. 182), that allows 
to impose these decisions to every citizen, even without her/his consent. Thus, in this view, the 
public and governmental domains are closely related.  
 Indeed, the approaches seeking the singularity of the political in a specific realm, usually 
establish the public, the state or the governmental sphere as such. In Arendt (1958), for instance, 
                                                 
8
 For an analysis about the differences between both authors see Sandel (2009). 
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the political is always a potential space where individuals undertake a common project beyond 
the private sphere through collective action. As Wolin (1983) argues,  
the distinctive nature of the political or public realm was developed by the contrasts which Arendt drew 
between it and the concept of “the social”. The latter signified all of the activities and relationships which, 
by nature, were “private” […][:] work and labour, love, sex, family and household. (p. 9)  
In Sartori’s view, the distinction public/private seems insufficient in order to distinguish the 
singularity of the political. Rather, it is characterised by what he calls the political levels. These 
are part of the political system, but represent its core entity, because within them the truly 
political decisions are made: those which are collective and sovereign, from which it is not 
possible to be exempt due to their territorial inclusion and coercive ethos. As in Rawls, the 
political becomes identified to the governmental sphere, both in its executive, legislative, and 
judicial powers. This is the domain from which power is exercised through collective and 
sovereign decisions (Sartori, 1973a, 1992).  
2.1.4 The political as a process   
Aristotle understands the political fundamentally by its end. However, his argument describes 
the importance of language and dialogue in the political activity. As Arendt argues in her 
analysis of Aristotle, “to be political, to live in a polis meant that everything was decided 
through words and persuasion and not through violence.” (Arendt, 1958, p. 26) In this view, 
dialogue and discussion constitute the process of the political, because through it, differences 
and identities become public, and agreements or consensus over the common good can be 
reached. Accordingly, some authors have come to define the political as a process through which 
different interests can be conciliated and conflicts can be solved with no violence or war.  
 Crick, for instance, defines politics as “a distinctive form of rule whereby people act 
together through institutionalized procedures to resolve differences, to conciliate diverse 
interests and values and to make public policies in the pursuit of common purposes”(Crick, 2004, 
p. 67).  
 A procedural conception of the political has gained support in the context of complex and 
highly culturally diverse societies, which demands that the political is not defined according to 
its ends, especially if a dominant group determines these. The value component of politics 
should be reduced to a minimum.  Instead, a process of decision-making accepted by all parties 
should define the political.  Hence, theoretical efforts have been directed to the definition of such 
a process. The works of Rawls (1993, 2001), Habermas (1996, 2001 [1981]), Cohen (1997), 
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Gutmann and Thompson (2004), among others, argue that deliberation should characterise the 
decision-making procedure. As Thompson (2008) points out, the fundamental idea in the 
theories of deliberative politics is the reason giving requirement. The formulation of laws in 
society requires that citizens give reasons for their positions and respond to others’ reasons. 
While there are significant differences among these authors, they concur in rejecting conceptions 
“that base politics only on power or interest, aggregation of preferences, and competitive 
theories” (Thompson, 2008, p. 498). Likewise, all of them establish certain requirements for 
participating in the process of deliberation. The prerequisites define an equal status of all 
participants and justify the validity of the resulting claims. While some authors dissent, 
consensus is usually seen as the desirable outcome of the deliberative process or, at least, a 
normative ideal.   
 From this perespective, the political as a process can be defined as a deliberative 
procedure of decision-making in the context of differing and competing views on the common 
good, based on rational argumentation among participants with an equal status, which is oriented 
by the possibility of consensus. While Rawls clearly states that this process is restricted to 
fundamental discussions on the basic structure of society, others, like Cohen, argue that in a 
democratic society deliberative politics should be a procedure to be found in every 
institutionalised context.   
 In contrast to a deliberative view, Bourdieu develops an approach to the political as a 
contested process between economic-cultural domination and emancipation. Our society is 
characterised by different modes of domination: material, economic and symbolic (Bourdieu, 
1991). Domination limits the possibilities of action and thought of those that are dominated. This 
is its principal effect (Bourdieu, 2001). The resulting order of domination develops it owns 
categories, its own common sense. Through these, social identities are defined, and participants 
in politics are excluded or included, to a great extent, because the political domain has its own 
language, inaccessible to the oppressed (Bourdieu, 2002[1979]).  These can only disrupt that 
order under the condition of constructing alternative categories to the common sense and the 
specialised political rhetoric.  Accordingly, the political in Bourdieu can be defined as a struggle 
over the definition of what is thinkable and what is visible (Nordmann, 2010). 
 Even when Rancière has been strongly critical of Bourdieu’s theory, they concur in the 
idea that domination creates order. For Rancière, what we usually understand as politics is rather 
seen as policing ( Rancière, 2001). It is the domain of distribution of assets and people, through 
which an order is guaranteed. Policing seeks “to put everything in its place” (May, 2008, p. 47). 
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It is usually based on a formal framework of passive equality through political representation. 
But, at the end, there is a clear inequality between “those who distribute, and those who receive 
the distribution.” (p. 47) In contrast, for Rancière the essence of the political is dissensus, as a 
result of acting on a strong presupposition of equality:  “Do we or do we not belong to the 
category of men or citizens or human beings, and what follows from this?” Equality is seen as a 
universal, however, it “is not enclosed in citizen or human being; it is involved in the ‘what 
follows’, in its discursive and practical enactment.” (Rancière, 1992, p. 60).  
 When people face each other on the basis of equality, consensus is out of the scope, 
disagreement prevails. This is because the “essence of equality is not so much to unify as to 
declassify, to undo the supposed naturalness of orders and replaced it with controversial figures 
of division.” (Rancière, 1995, pp. 32-33) If we think in modern political movements, for instance, 
indigenous, women or gay, it is evident how acting on a strong presupposition of equality entails 
a process of declassification. For non-indigenous people, men or straight people, the other 
appears under its own categories and resist to be labelled with the categories of the dominant 
groups. This, as expected, produces dissensus.  
 The course of declassification proper of the political implies a process of subjetivization. 
There is no political subject; it is always a subject in formation (Rancière, 1992). Those who act 
presupposing equality are forced to reject an essential identity, because prior to the political 
moment, it is basically defined by the categories of others. It is precisely the content of that 
subject that is at stake in political activity. Because of this, through the political, the subject is 
redefined; it is in the course of the political struggle that the ‘new’ subject stabilises its meaning. 
The example of indigenous, women or gay movements, once more illustrates this idea. 
 The political understood as a process, then, may present radically different meanings. A 
major distinction between the deliberative view, and Bourdieu’s or Rancière’s approach, is the 
orientation towards consensus or agreement, and the creation of a social order, versus an 
orientation to struggle and dissensus.  
2.1.5 The political as a type of relationship 
For Carl Schmitt (1996[1932]), the political is neither a process, nor an arena; it is a special form 
of relationship. Similar to the fundamental opposition between good and bad, or beautiful and 
ugly, which distinguish the moral and the aesthetic, the opposition friend/enemy typifies the 
political. This view emphasises that in order to be in the presence of the political there must be 
groups, whose members define themselves as friends or enemies, based on distinctive identities. 
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The intensity of the distinction is given by the possibility of a real combat between them, by the 
possibility of war. Due to the fact that the political is distinguished by the opposition 
friend/enemy, it is not restricted to a specific arena. It can be found in the economic, private, 
religious, communitarian, social or ethnic domain of human life. Wherever we find a 
friend/enemy opposition with these characteristics, the political is there. 
 Based on Schmitt’s work, different authors have tried to moderate this conception while 
maintaining its essence. One of these perspectives is Chantal Mouffe’s adversarial model. While 
she acknowledges that the political refers to collective identities constructed on a ‘we’/’they’ 
distinction, she argues that the friend/enemy differentiation is only one possibility of the 
constitutive antagonism which defines the political. She opts for replacing enemies with 
adversaries, and states that the political is not between enemies to be destroyed, but between 
adversaries to be confronted (Mouffe, 2005). An even softer approach is Ulmén’s (1987) idea 
that the clue to understand Schmitt’s definition does not rest on war or enmity, but simply in a 
distinction between ‘we’ and ‘they’ (Ulmen, 1987). ‘They’ is not even identified as adversary, 
but as an other from which ‘we’ have a different position and objectives in relation to a 
particular or a group of affairs.   
 Another approach to the political as a type of relationship comes from feminism. One of 
the main arguments here is that the political is not restricted to the public arena. What 
distinguishes politics is the power relationships (particularly oppression) that transcend the 
distinction public/private (Squires, 2004). Women’s oppression in the so-called private sphere is 
closely connected to broader structures configuring oppressive gender relations in the public 
(Hanisch, 1969). The association between both domains is back and forth. The public and the 
private are interpenetrated (Evans, 1979); male domination is a continuum between both 
(apparently separated) spheres. In this regard, women’s political struggle aims to generate 
symmetrical power relationships between men and women in the household, government, and all 
other arenas. 
2.1.6 Order and conflict 
I have shown five different approaches to the meaning of the political. Nonetheless, the authors 
classified within each approach have other similarities among them, which are transversal to 
these approaches. Indeed, one dimension that distinguishes these different views is the tendency 
towards the construction of order (political order), or towards conflict. As I have already shown 
in the understandings of the political as a process, this seems to be an intrinsic tension in the 
 
40 
concept of the political. On the one hand, it is the political that allows us to organise collective 
life within different arenas. On the other hand, the political unveils our differences (some of 
which are difficult to be conciliated), the power and oppressive relationships among human 
beings, and our problematic equality with a tendency to dissensus. In this regard, Mouffe 
differentiates between “the political as a dimension of antagonism, [...] [and] politics [as] a set of 
practices and institutions through which an order is created, organizing human coexistence in the 
context of conflictuality provided by the political.” (Mouffe, 2005, p. 9).  I rather propose to see 
this tension as a core characteristic of the political, which is fundamental to understand the 
richness and semantic diversity of the concept. The inclination towards order or conflict can be 
seen as a broad dimension with two contrasting poles, where different conceptions of the 
political become organised. In this regard, and as a synthesis of this section, in Table 2.1 I have 
classified different authors according to the five approaches reviewed, as well as the tendency of 
their conceptions towards order or conflict.  
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Table 2.1 Different approaches to the understanding of the political 
                             
                         Authors 
THE POLITICAL 
ENDS MEANS ARENA PROCESS RELATION 
ORDER 
 
ARISTOTLE Justice/Common 
good 
 Public/Polis Dialogical-persuasive  
HOBBES Self-security Violence State   
 WEBER  Violence State   
 ARENDT   Public   
 CRICK   Public/ 
Institutional 
Conflict solving. Dialogical and 
democratic 
 
 RAWLS Just and well-
ordered society 
 Public-
Governmental 
Dialogical-consensual  
 
SARTORI 
  An arena of 
sovereign 
decision-making 
  
 HABERMAS   Public Dialogical-consensual  
 SCHMITT 
MOUFFE 
    Friend/Enemy 
Adversarial 
 HANISCH 
EVANS 
    Power relations that 
transcend the distinction 
public/private  
 
BOURDIEU 
   A contested process between 
different form of domination and 
emancipation 
 
CONFLICT RANCIÈRE 
   A process of subjectivization 
initiated from a strong individual 
or collective presupposition of 
equality, and characterised by 
dissensus. 
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2.1.7 The meaning of the political: implications for participation 
Each of the previous approaches can be used to characterise certain practices of participation as 
political. To a great extent, the wide and contrasting range of these practices relies on the 
semantic plasticity of the concept. To classify some forms of participation as political and to 
exclude other has also to do with how different disciplinary traditions understand the concept 
depending on the phenomena they investigate. For instance, the development of the modern 
study of political participation in the United States from the perspective of political science 
began with a series of studies about voting. Who votes, how do they do it and why, were the 
main questions (Berelson, Lazarsfeld, & McPhee, 1966; A. Campbell, 1954; A. Campbell, 
Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1976; Converse, 1972; Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1948). 
Following this tradition, very influential studies (e.g. Almond & Verba, 1963; Conway, 2000; 
Verba & Nie, 1987; S. Verba, K. L. Schlozman, H. Brady, & N. H. Nie, 1993; S. Verba, K. L. 
Schlozman, H. E. Brady, & N. H. Nie, 1993), although expanding the forms of participation, 
worked with a definition of political participation centred in influencing government’s 
composition, structure and decisions. Here the political is given by a relationship to government. 
The approaches to the political that seem to inform such a definition are the political as a 
particular arena, and the political defined by its means. The emphasis lies in influencing the 
domain where collective and sovereign decisions are made.  
 Conversely, the field of study of social movements has been more receptive to the 
transformations on the meaning of the political coming from different practices of participation 
across time. During the decade of 1980, for instance, different works were focused on the 
analysis of social movements that arose in the late sixties and expanded during the decades of 
1970 and 1980, some of which remain active or have become vigorous in the present. These so-
called new social movements (Melucci, 1980, 1994) unveil conflicts that are less concerned with 
problems of distribution than what  Habermas (1981) calls the grammar of forms of life. As Offe 
(1985) argues for the case of Western Europe, since the second half of 1940 to the beginning of 
1970 the issues over which social movements were articulated fell into economic growth, 
distribution and security. In contrast, new movements (for instance, environmental, human rights, 
feminist, pacifist movements, or those that get engage in alternative forms of production and 
distribution of goods) are focused on issues of autonomy and identity, “such as the body, health 
and sexual identity; the neighbourhood, city and the [natural] environment; the cultural, ethnic, 
national and linguistic heritage and identity.” (p. 829) Other topics include sustainable and fair 
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conditions of production and distribution, and the well-being of humanity in general, through the 
respect and realisation of universal human rights.  
 According to Offe (1985) new social movements were distinctive not only by the issues 
they addressed, but also by their modes of action, forms of organization, and the actors involved. 
In the case of the latter, for instance, the categories for self-identification are not ideological as 
the ones established in formal-governmental politics (left/right, liberal/conservative), nor based 
on socioeconomic status (working/middle class). The categories are taken “from the movements’ 
issues, such as gender, age, locality, etc., or, in the case of environmental and pacifist 
movements, the human race as a whole.” (Offe, 1985, p. 831) 
 The wave of new social movements enacts different meanings of the political. Firstly, 
there is a displacement of the political from the public sphere as its exclusive arena. The political 
appears as power relationships that transcend public/private boundaries. There is an 
acknowledgment of how relations of domination, oppression, resistance and liberation shape 
collective and individual identities beyond this rigid separation. Secondly, there seems to be a 
revaluation of the ends of the political: peace, security for all, and justice (but not exclusively 
distribution). Thirdly, the political also appears as a strong presumption of equality that leads to 
a process of subjectivization.  
 If the so-called new movements challenged the approach to the political as a specific 
arena, the more recent global social movements undermine the idea that the political is 
circumscribed within the nation-sate. As Tilly (1984, 2005) has shown, during the nineteenth 
century within the context of formation and consolidation of modern nation-states, national  
social movements also crystallized and proliferated. The development of electoral national 
politics, parlamentarization, and the growth of associations for collective action, promoted the 
growth of national social movements, particularly in Western European countries and the United 
States. These movements at the national level “facilitated the formation of social movements at 
other levels, in the form of challenges of other authorities than the managers of the national 
states”(Tilly, 1984, p. 302). From the 19th century until the last decade of the 20th most social 
movements remained circumscribed within the national or intra-national levels. Certainly, the 
pacifist, human rights and some other movements already included a global perspective, but the 
complex of local, national and supranational networks that permitted a faster communication and 
mobilisation across different global latitudes, was clearly intensified in the last fifteen years of 
20
th
 century. Since then, social movements “have started to target supranational economic and 
political institutions implying that the nation-state, either as a political or geographical entity, is 
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no longer the only locus of conflict.” (Ruggiero & Montagna, 2008, p. 297) Contemporary 
global social movements are critical of the transnational political and economic tendencies that 
are market oriented. At the time they contest this neoliberal globalisation, they claim for an 
alternative face of globalisation (Appadurai, 2006) .  
 The analysis of new and global social movements, then, widely transcend the notion of 
the political as a public-governmental arena circumscribed within the nation-state, at the time 
that introduces elements from the other approaches to the political previously reviewed. These 
examples illustrate how the meaning of the political is not only a theoretical enterprise; changes 
in its content come from a mutual interpellation between theory and practice, which includes 
participants’ reflections on the politicity of their actions. At the end, the political character of 
participation depends on a particular standpoint. It is a personal or collective positioning among 
different meanings around one concept, taken by the participants or the observer. The tensioned, 
contradictory and competing nature of these approaches, reflects how such a positioning is in 
itself a political act.   
2.2 Elements of formality and informality: the multiple configurations of 
political participation 
To a great extent, the diversity of practices of political participation responds to the fact that 
people get politically involved differently according to their cultural and historical location. 
There are clear differences, for instance, between the way in which young indigenous people in 
the state of Oaxaca, Mexico, and higher education students in New York get involved in political 
participation in the second decade of the 21
st
 Century. But both cases differ from how similar 
groups participated fifty years ago.  
 From a global perspective, Norris (2002) states that “political participation is evolving 
and diversifying in terms of the who (agencies or collective organizations), what (repertoires of 
actions commonly used for political expressions), and where (the targets that participants seek to 
influence).” (p. 4) Transformations in the who have to do with both participants and the agencies 
through which they participate. While different countries have witnessed a decline in party 
affiliation or participation in unions, a growth in volunteering associations or NGO’ membership 
among the youth is a clear tendency. Others have rejected any form of collective organisation in 
favour of a more individualistic way of getting politically involved, for instance, to what some 
authors called political consumerism (Micheletti, 2002), or by giving support to different groups 
and organisations without being members of any of them. Changes in the what are concerned 
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with the actions through which political participation is expressed. For instance, product 
boycotting, or street performances have extended the repertoire of activities and actions 
available to those politically involved. In regard to the where, political participation is 
diversifying in terms of the entities or domains that people want to influence (targets). 
Government is not the only objective, transnational firms, or international organisms, for 
instance, have widened the targets of political activity.  
 In order to exemplify these transformations, I present the following example. In 2010 
Greenpeace set off a campaign against NESTLÉ, the transnational food company, because of its 
responsibility in the deforestation of the Indonesian rainforest. “Stop Nestlé buying palm oil 
from companies that destroy the rainforest” was one of the slogans in the campaign. The crusade 
was channelled mainly through the Internet. Thousands of people, many of them not necessarily 
members of Greenpeace, share videos, posts, and tweets. There were banners on Facebook and 
other popular webpages.  The campaign was successful in making this company to announce a 
program of “zero deforestation” in partnership with the organisation The Forest Trust.  
 In this example there are two types of agency. One is Greenpeace, an international NGO 
which has constantly expanded its members around the world in the last 40 years (Greenpeace, 
2012). It is not a political party, a union, nor a national organisation. The second could be named 
as individual agency, represented by those who support the crusade through the Internet without 
being members of the NGO. The repertoire might be thought of as a virtual demonstration, with 
a certain degree of contentiousness. The target was a transnational company, not a governmental 
entity.  
 Transformations in the targets and domains of participation, actors-agencies, and the 
repertoires, sometimes transcend the forms that the state or public and private institutions have 
developed as acceptable actions of political participation. Historically, these have recognised 
certain actors, agencies and repertoires as such. For instance, in Mexico before 1953, only men 
over 18 years old were allowed to vote. However, in the last federal elections (July 2012), 
independent candidates outside the registered political parties (the recognised agency) were not 
allowed to compete. In terms of repertoires, many countries recognise voting and public debate 
(e.g. through parliament or media communications) as practices of participation. Some of them 
allow certain levels of contentiousness, and the majority reject openly violent actions of political 
participation. Usually, such an acknowledgement is formally stated in a legal framework, but 
sometimes certain practices that are not legally regulated become acceptable even within the 
states, and more often within other institutions. 
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 These recognised actors/agencies and repertoires can be understood as what some 
authors call “conventional” (Conway, 2000) “orthodox” (Bean, 1989) or “formal” (Lister, 1997)  
political participation. Conway (2000) defines conventional political participation as the 
activities that “are accepted as appropriate by the dominant political culture, [as] voting, seeking 
elective office, working for a candidate or political party.” (p. 4) Alternatively, unconventional 
forms are not accepted as appropriate by the dominant culture. In this reasoning it is perceived 
how the notion of conventional political participation relies on a particular understanding on the 
political. Conventional participation becomes political because it is clearly focused on 
influencing government’s composition and decisions. The dominant political culture then is 
understood as one concerned with the government and legitimised by it. Voting, seeking elective 
office, or working for a candidate or political party, are practices within that dominant culture 
that have been historically recognised and legitimised by the state. The idea of a dominant 
political culture ignores prevailing practices in other domains where political action does not 
refer to government. This is why the notion of political culture always implies a certain 
understanding of the political and the cultural (Somers, 1995). Thus, conventional, orthodox or 
formal political participation conceives the government as the central target of political action, 
and the practices recognised by it as the dominant political culture. 
 Formal political participation, understood as the practices historically recognised and 
legitimised by the state, tends to involve what Arditi (2010) calls traditional organisations.  
These can be characterised by: 1) structures with a clear centre which coordinates the 
organization; 2) Hierarchies with a form of bureaucracy to guarantee continuity through time, 
and the division of labour; 3) a traditional leadership legitimized by the organizational structure; 
4) the communication within the organization is vertical and horizontal, but with an emphasis in 
the former; 5) they tend to be focused on the state in order to developed their activities; 6) they 
pursue the development of a collective identity with the organization. National political parties 
exemplify this type of organisation. In contrast, what Arditi calls viral politics, operates through 
agencies with a different structure. They are based on a distributed model of communication, 
without a clear centre, hierarchy or a bureaucratic apparatus, which permits that the essential 
information is spread over their dispersed members to promote action-discussion in a faster way, 
and within a model of horizontal decision making. An example of this form of organisation is 
the Mexican student movement “I am 132” which was originated during the presidential 
electoral campaign in 2012. The movement did not want to have a vertical structure; higher 
education students who had a representative commission per university basically constituted it. 
They were very effective in coordinating collective action for protesting and debate based on 
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horizontal communication, most of it through mobile technologies, the so-called social networks 
and the Internet. While they were fast in coordinating protest events and collective actions, 
decisions about the general direction of the movement, including its political standpoint and 
framing were significantly slower than formal organisations, because its horizontal structure 
demanded long periods of debate among almost all its members. 
 Thus, my understanding of formal political participation presents at least three distinctive 
elements that are shown in Table 2.2. I use the term formal because it appears to me as more 
appropriate than conventional or orthodox. Conventionality depends on the cultural network in 
which a given practice is located, while orthodoxy suggests that actors participate following a 
dogmatic or predefined framing. However, as the title of Table 2.2 suggests, I do not aim to 
distinguish between formal and informal political participation. Rather, I use these concepts as 
an ideal type which is useful to identify elements of formality and informality in specific 
practices of political participation. While some activities might enact all the characteristics of 
formal participation, others combine elements from both (formal and informal). For instance, in 
the previous example of Greenpeace against Nestlé, it is possible to identify elements of 
informality: 1) it is oriented to influence a transnational company, not any particular 
government; 2) the repertoire displayed is not explicitly recognised or legitimised by a given 
state, but even less by the institution over which the action aims to have influence: a 
transnational company. However, while the action was successful because it mobilised people 
coordinated more as a viral politics organisation, Greenpeace in itself has distinctive 
characteristics from a traditional organisation (an element of formality). This shows that even 
the distinctive characteristics of formal or informal organisations can be found mixed in certain 
agencies. Thus, in my view, the abstract distinction between formal and informal political 
participation as mutually exclusive concepts is not the point, but to use their constitutive 
elements to identify whether a certain political actions challenge the practices that have been 
historically recognised and legitimised by the state, a given community, school, family, etc.; 
whether the action is oriented to another entity different from government, and how the way it is 
organised challenge or not the dynamics of traditional organisations. Formality and informality 
in political participation is a way of locating specific arrangements of actors/agencies, 
repertoires and targets or domains of participation, that might challenge or not, established 
participatory practices. It is a way of mapping the multiple practical configurations of political 
participation. 
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Table 2.2 Elements of formality and informality in political participation 
FORMALITY INFORMALITY 
 Practices (actor/agencies, repertoires) that 
have been historically recognised in a given 
social space or institution (e.g. state, 
communities, family) as acceptable or 
legitimate forms of participation. 
 
 Practices that are not recognised as 
acceptable and/or legitimate forms of 
political participation in a given social space 
or institution 
 Predominantly oriented to influencing 
government’s composition and decisions 
 
 It targets different entities beyond 
government and without its intervention. 
 It takes place through formal organisations:  
 
o Structures with a clear centre that coordinates 
the organization.  
o Hierarchies with a form of bureaucracy to 
guarantee continuity through time, and the 
division of labour. 
o A traditional leadership legitimized by the 
organizational structure. 
o Communication within the organization is vertical 
and horizontal, but with an emphasis in the 
former 
o They pursue the development of a collective 
identity with the organization. 
 
 It takes place through informal organisations: 
 
o Structures without a clear centre  
o Coordination is achieved through a distributed model 
of communication, without pre-established hierarchies 
or a bureaucratic apparatus.  
o Essential information is spread over their dispersed 
members to promote action-discussion in a faster way.  
o Leadership (single, shared or competing) is developed 
through the course of actions.  
o They operate with a model of horizontal decision-
making. 
 
 
2.3 Political participation: a pedagogical approach for secondary school 
students 
As I argued in Chapter 1, the lack of problematisation in the field of citizenship education on a) 
the concept of the political, and b) the development and diversity of practices of political 
participation, have resulted in a future oriented political education and/or the depoliticisation of 
student participation, by replacing it with citizenship, community, civic or altruistic participation. 
In my view these two tendencies are underpinned by a conception of the political as a specific 
arena and as a conflictive process. The political is conceived as a domain where participation is 
restricted to actors with certain characteristics and resources, for instance, age. Such an arena is 
the field of politics, and as I will show in Chapter 5, this entails a negative connotation: 
corruption, problems, and conflict. In contrast, the forms of participation that secondary school 
has to promote need to be exempt of these negative or immoral practices. As I will show in 
Chapter 6, in the Mexican case the solution to the negative implication of the idea of the 
political seems to be to exclude this word from the participatory experiences that students are 
encourage to practice according to the curriculum.  
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 The omission of the political is not only a matter of labelling student participation, it 
discourages students to discover and problematise their own politicity and act consequently. 
Conversely, in this section it is developed a conception of political participation that I call 
pedagogical, because, among other things, it is specially conceived to encourage secondary 
school students to discover and develop their own politicity through collaboration in the school. 
 When I use the notion of politicity, I mean an evolving capacity to act as a result of our 
equal condition as human beings, which is oriented to the enactment of such an entitlement 
(equality) and the neutralisation of the power relationships within which we are immersed 
(emancipation). Here, the political is seen as an inseparable compound of entitlement and action. 
I recover Rancière’s idea that the political demands the presupposition of equality. If we are 
equal, what follows? Act consequently. Then, to say political and political participation is a 
tautology.  
 Adding to Rancière’s approach, I introduce a mediation point between entitlement (our 
equal status) and action: reflection and awareness. In my view, to act under the presupposition of 
equality always implies a disagreement and discomfort with one’s position in a given power 
relationship, or within the network of power relations that shapes our subjectivity and limits our 
possibilities. This, in turn, involves the awareness of such a position. 
2.3.1 Power relations 
 Following Lukes (2005), I understand the notion of power as “the capacity to make or to 
receive any change, or to resist it.” (p. 69) Drawing on Spinoza (1958[1677]), the author 
distinguishes between the notions of power to and power over. Power to, “the power […] to 
exist and act” (Lukes, 2005, p. 73) refers, for instance, to students’ capacity to take action in 
order to change the aspect of their school. Conversely, power over means the capacity of an 
individual or collective agent, ‘A’, to constrain the choices and actions of others, ‘B’, in order to 
achieve A’s ends. Power operates when ‘A’ secures ‘B’ compliance.  
 When I use the notion of power relations, I mean various forms of power over, which 
extend from different modes of oppression
9
 (violence, exploitation, marginalization, 
powerlessness, and cultural imperialism
10
) and domination, to the subtlest mechanisms of 
induction. For instance, when students are punished in their homes or schools because of the 
                                                 
9
 Indeed, Lukes’s definition of power over is very similar to Freire’s understanding of oppression (Freire, 
2002 [1970]).  
10
 These are the five “faces” of oppression analysed by Young (1988). 
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way they dress or decide over their body, and, as a result, pupils modify their physical aspect, 
this is a form of oppression. When students only find products from Coca Cola Company in the 
school’s cafeteria, and they are not allowed to leave the school, and they ended up buying these 
beverages, this is a form of induction.  
 The previous two examples illustrate different degrees of proximity in power 
relationships. The first case exemplifies an experience within what Schutz and Luckmann (1973) 
call a We-relationship.  This is typically a face-to-face relation, where the participants are 
mutually conscious about each other. A We-relationship is experienced in a common 
communicative environment were participants take part in the lives of others for a certain period. 
In contrast, the second example illustrates a They-relationship. These are relations that we 
establish with people that coexist with us in time, but there is no direct relationship. Many times 
they are not specific persons but what the authors call types: teachers, government, enterprises, 
workers, etc. In the first example, participants are clearly identified, both who is exercising the 
power capacity, and who is being oppressed. However, in the second case the relationship is not 
only indirect, but overlaps with the action of other actors. The fact that the students are induced 
to consuming Coca Cola products is hardly only a result of Coca Cola’s power, it is a an 
outcome from a more complex network of power relations.  
 When power relations are understood as various expressions of power over (from 
oppression to induction) with different degrees of proximity and complexity in regard to how the 
relationship is configured, power relations become the norm.   
2.3.2 Political participation as counter power actions: resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation, and persuasion 
The etymology of the word politics connects the term with the Greek Polis. Because of this, for 
Aristotle the word politika was understood as “affairs of the city”. As I have shown, according to 
the Greek philosopher the end of human activity in the Polis was the common good. However, 
the debates in the Agora illustrate the effort of each participant to control future decisions that 
would have an impact in his life, either by restricting or expanding his possibilities to act. The 
free man goes there to promote or to resist a collective view on the common good which, 
however, will have an effect in his freedom. At the end he complies to subject his freedom to the 
common good, but his acceptance of being subjected to the decisions made was compensated by 
his right to have a say and vote in the direction of such decisions. The Agora, the centre of the 
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Polis, then, was the space where the citizen could have certain degree of influence and control 
over the power relationship between the collective will, the government and himself.  
 Following this reasoning, my approach to PP is oriented to the neutralisation of the 
power relations in which students are immersed. This is an orientation and not an end, because 
such a neutralization or perfect balancing is a utopia: it would mean the enjoyment of perfect 
equality. Such scenario is rather an orientation, as Rancière points out: “A community of equals 
is an insubstantial community of individuals engaged in the ongoing creation of equality”. 
(Jacques Rancière, 1995, p. 84) 
 Due to the fact that the neutralisation of power relations is utopic, practices of political 
participation can be seen as forms of compensation, they are oriented to balancing such 
asymmetrical relationships, at least through four mechanisms: resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation, and persuasion.  
 According to Giroux (1983), not every single oppositional action becomes resistance. 
There are two conditions. First, there must be an interest in the actor in regard to reject or contest 
oppression, domination, induction, or any other type of power relation. Second, the action 
should undermine the logic of the power relationship, instead of enhancing it. Both principles 
can be illustrated in one example. If students do not attend to the session of the school council, 
this is not by itself an act of resistance. On the one hand, students’ interest could simply be to 
have more free time. On the other hand, such an action hardly destabilises the logic of the power 
relationship, because it only reinforces the capacity of teachers, parents and principals to decide 
over the school, and to oblige or induce students to act according to their interests. This is why, 
an authentic action of resistance demands analysis, reflection and awareness. 
 A given power relationship can be compensated not only through resistance, but 
accepting it under certain conditions. For instance, students might accept to learn what the 
teacher has decided to be relevant knowledge for them, at the time that pupils decide over the 
dynamics of the class and other didactical issues. Students act under the teacher’s interest, only 
if he/she accepts to act under students’ interests in another dimension influencing the same 
process. I call this reciprocity, because the power over relationship becomes reciprocal through a 
located practice.  
 To accept a power over relation with no reciprocity can be a form of compensation only 
if it is explicitly acknowledged as legitimate. I understand legitimation as a process constituted 
by justification and legitimacy (Simmons, 1999).  The power over relation needs to be justified, 
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and one’s consent needs to be linked to such justification. While the justification is moral, it has 
to be achieved through a rational process of deliberation, which includes the subjected actor and 
his/her/their explicit consent. Here, I partially subscribe Weber’s notion of rational legitimacy 
(Weber, 1978 [1922]), not as a passive acceptance of pre-established laws based on the 
collective use of reason, but as active deliberation. At the end, the power relationship is 
compensated by the explicit acceptance of the subjected actor, based on a rational justification 
that being subjected is the best possible way of securing or widening his/her/their possibilities of 
realisation in a given context. For instance, if students accept to be excluded from the selection 
of curricular content by legitimation, it means that through a deliberative process between 
teachers, school authorities and students, their exclusion is justified as the best way in which 
pupils can learn meaningful knowledge and skills which will widen their possibilities in present 
and future conditions. If such justification is successful within a process that includes pupils, 
these, in turn, have to accept teachers and principals’ authority in this regard. Then, the power 
over turns legitimate.  
 Lastly, in a power over relation, the dominated part (B) can rarely persuade its dominant 
counterpart (A). However, this is a possibility through which such differential relation can be 
compensated. Through persuasion the power over relationship gets partially suspended or 
reversed. It means that A does not obstruct B’s actions in regard to a particular issue or topic, or 
A accepts to act under B’ power. For instance, if students want to organise a rock concert in the 
school and the principal immediately denies the proposal, because in his/her view it is going to 
be dangerous or too laud, he or she can be persuaded by students’ reasons and changed her/his 
mind. Persuasion will be successful when the principal do not interfere any more in the 
realisation of the concert (partial suspension), or if she/he acts under students’ instruction in 
order to make the concert possible (reversion).  
 I have briefly explained four broad mechanisms through which power over relations can 
be compensated, therefore, four different processes of political participation. These counter 
power actions have three elements in common. 1) Participants involved are driven by a 
presupposition of equality enacted through any of the four processes. 2) Resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation, and persuasion demand a reflective point of analysis and awareness. 3) Because of 
their orientation towards equality these counter power actions define a process of 
subjectivization and expand, to a certain extent, the possibilities of participants (what they can 
think and do). The reflective point is driven by the awareness that power is also a productive 
force. Due to the fact that being outside power relations is rare (rather impossible), it is within 
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them that we construct and develop our subjectivity and scope of possibilities: what is thinkable 
and possible to me or to people like me? This is why Foucault (1998) asserts that power is a 
productive force, power produces subjectivities, the subject is constructed within a network of 
power relations. Consequently, as in Rancière’s theory, political participation initiates a process 
where the subject is redefined, and his/her/their possibilities expanded.  
2.3.3 Political participation: an evolving capacity 
 When I defined the notion of politicity I named it as an evolving capacity. Similar to the 
way in which children’s rights are conceived in Article 5 of the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child, I see political participation as a capacity open for all, which evolves during the course of 
life. Since early childhood we are subjected to power over relations and we all have the potential 
to develop the capacity to compensate such asymmetrical power arrangements during childhood 
and adolescence. While different forms of power over are necessary to protect children, they will 
acquire, through a culturally differentiated development process, “enhanced competencies, 
[therefore] there is a reduced need for direction and a greater capacity to take responsibility for 
decisions affecting their lives.” (Lansdown, 2005b, p. ix) As autonomy evolves and the abilities 
of communication, analysis and moral reasoning develop, children and adolescents are more 
capable of understanding their position in a complex network of power relations, and how this 
shapes their subjectivity and circumscribes their possibilities. So, they become increasingly able 
to undertake actions of resistance, reciprocity, legitimation and persuasion. The fact of 
acknowledging politicity as an evolving capacity, also means that it is never fully developed, not 
even during adulthood.  
2.3.4 Political participation as a creative practice: integrating formality and 
informality 
 The notion of PP that I propose argues that children and adolescents are already political, 
they may not be allowed to take part in certain formal political activities, but they can enact their 
politicity through a wide range of practices with elements of formality and informality (see 2.2). 
Clearly, I have not circumscribed political participation to its traditional arena: the national-
governmental sphere. All the hypothetical examples I have used take place within school. 
However, what affects students in their daily contexts is frequently connected to power networks 
that go beyond these. For instance, in the example about Coca Cola products in the schools, 
students might undertake actions of resistance, reciprocity, legitimation, or persuasion, involving 
the national-state or even the global dimensions.  To become aware of the interconnectedness of 
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power relations across different domains of proximity is one of the functions of the reflective 
point between the presupposition of equality and practical action. This is why this view on 
political participation transcends any specific domain; it goes from family to the so-called global 
arena.  
 On this logic, students might undertake actions beyond the ones recognised by the state 
or other intitutions, without being necessarily illegal. Political participation is more a creative 
process than a series of prescriptive practices. They can decide over multiple configurations 
between agencies, targets or domains of participation, and repertoires
11
. While actions of 
resistance might be prone to display contentious repertoires, processes of legitimation, 
persuasion or reciprocity might be dominated by deliberation within formal agencies. In this 
regard, political participation comprises actions with a tendency to conflict, but also towards 
order. However, order can never be perpetual, because it necessarily demands a degree of 
inequality and domination (Davis & Moore, 1945; Jacques Rancière, 1995), whereas political 
participation is oriented to equality and emancipation.  
2.3.5 A Restatement 
To sum up, I have presented a notion of political participation that aims to be inclusive of 
adolescents. It is based on the concept of politicity, understood as an evolving capacity, and 
comprises the following elements:  
a) It is understood as an inseparable compound of entitlement to equality and action. 
b) It is oriented to the enactment of equality and the neutralisation of the power 
relationships within which students are immersed (emancipation). 
c) Between the entitlement of equality and action, students’ politicity requires a reflective 
point: to analyse and become aware of the network of power relations that shape students’ 
subjectivity and circumscribe their possibilities. Within this reflective phase, decisions 
about how to act are taken.  
d) Four main forms of counter power actions are available for taking action: resistance, 
reciprocity, legitimation, and persuasion. Within them, multiple possible configurations 
(agencies—repertoires—targets or domains of participation) can be arranged. In these 
practices either elements of formality or informality can prevail, or being more equally 
combined. In this sense, political participation is a terrain of creativity, rather than a 
dogmatic adscription to fixed practices. 
                                                 
11
 I will show this diversity of configurations in Chapter 3 in regard to participation in school. 
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e) Political participation is trans-contextual. It can be enacted within different arenas, from 
family to the global sphere. For these social contexts or institutions, political 
participation has to possible outcomes: temporary order or conflict. 
 
f) It can pursue different ends, but successful political participation has at least two stable 
consequences for the active student: subjectivization and the expansion of possibilities 
for participants (students) and also for subjects alike.  
 
As noticed, this approach to political participation incorporates elements from almost all the 
approaches to the political presented above, without being restricted to any of them. Certainly, I 
understand the political as a capacity, not as an end, specific means, process, arena or 
relationship. However, this capacity is enacted through four broad and contrasting processes 
which allow contestation and resistance, but also deliberation and agreement. I have not defined 
a specific end to political activity; it can be justice or common good, but also the realisation of 
personal or collective interests, however oriented to equality and emancipation. Instead of 
particular ends, successful political participation has at least two stable consequences: 1) 
subjectivization, and 2) the expansion of possibilities for participants, and also for subjects alike. 
It is not primarily defined as a type of relation, but driven by the analysis and awareness of 
participants’ position within a complex network of power over relations and its effects. 
Similarly, it does not circumscribe the political to a public and governmental arena, because this 
significantly dismisses secondary school students from political participation, but it does not 
imply that their political action cannot reach this domain.  
Lastly, I have named my approach to political participation pedagogical. Firstly, I use 
this adjective to emphasise that it has been thought as a conceptual resource to be used by 
teachers in order to collaborate with students in the development of their own politicity. 
Secondly, this approach encourages us to think about the school as an ideal space for promoting 
students’ political participation. In Chapter 9 I will recommend some possible actions regarding 
these two dimensions.  Thirdly, this view requires a predisposition to learn through research and 
reflection. It urges students to investigate about, and to analyse, their position within a complex 
network of power relations, and to elucidate how such a positioning shapes their subjectivity and 
circumscribes their possibilities of action and thinking. This constitutes the support for deciding 
the following course of action (resistance, reciprocity, legitimation or persuasion). Within this 
reflective point pupils can also discover how other people might also be affected by some 
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vectors of this network of power relations, and to become sympathetic or critical about others’ 
practices of political participation.  
 
2.4 Conclusions 
This chapter aimed to problematise the concept of political participation in order to have a 
conceptual framework for analysing students’ representations of political participation and its 
implications for citizenship education. I began with a review of different approaches to the 
notion of the political, which were classified according to their emphasis in defining the term a) 
by its ends, b) by its means, c) as a specific arena, d) as a process and e) as a type of relation. 
The semantic plasticity of the concept has a normative explanation, but also responds to the 
diversification of practices of participation across history and social contexts. At the end, the 
political character of participation depends on a particular standpoint. It is a personal or 
collective positioning among different meanings around one concept, taken either by the 
participants, or the observer.  
 To say that PP is diversifying, means that multiple configurations between actor/agencies, 
repertoires, and targets or domains of participation can be found in different latitudes and arenas. 
In this regard, I have developed a notion of informality and formality in political participation as 
a conceptual device to identify whether a given political action challenges the practices that have 
been historically recognised and legitimised by the state, a given community, school, family, or 
any other institution; whether the action is oriented to a different entity other than government, 
and how the way it is organised challenge or not the dynamics of traditional organisations. 
Formality and informality in political participation is a way of locating specific arrangements 
that might challenge or not, established participatory practices. 
 Having acknowledged that the political character of participation depends on a specific 
standpoint, I have presented my own understanding of political participation. It has been thought 
as a conceptual resource to be used by teachers in order to collaborate with students in the 
development of their own politicity: an evolving capacity to act as a result of their equal 
condition as human beings, which is oriented to the enactment of such an entitlement (equality) 
and the neutralisation of the power relationships within which we are immersed (emancipation). 
This approach argues that children and adolescents are already political, therefore capable of 
being engaged in four main process of political participation: resistance, reciprocity, legitimation 
and persuasion. These counter power actions are not circumscribed to any specific arena; they 
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can be enacted through formal and informal configurations from family to the national and 
global domains. Political participation in this sense urges participants (students) to investigate 
about, and to analyse, their position within a complex network of power relations, and to 
elucidate how such a positioning shapes their subjectivity and circumscribes their possibilities of 
action and thinking.  
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CHAPTER 3: Students’ political participation in school: exploring the potential 
CHAPTER THREE 
Students’ political participation in school: exploring the 
potential 
Introduction 
This chapter presents a theoretical model for analysing and evaluating students’ political 
participation in the school. It comprises two dimensions. The first explores the potential 
configurations of participatory practices in the school across different domains of participation, 
agencies and repertoires. While the first dimension aims to orient the description and analysis of 
practices of student participation in the school, the second dimension is rather normative. It 
presents a model for evaluating the quality of student participation. The notion of quality is 
identified with autonomy, authenticity and efficacy. The chapter ends by arguing why certain 
practices of student participation in the school can be regarded as political.  
 This model reveals the potential practices of students’ political participation in the school. 
I will use it particularly in Chapters 6 and 7 for a critical analysis of the permissible (legal 
framework), the desirable (the curriculum of CEF) and the real representations of students’ 
participation in school (students, teachers, and principals’ characterisations).  
 
3.1 The descriptive-analytical dimension: identifying potential configurations 
of student participation in school 
Within the literature related to student participation in school one finds different ways through 
which pupils can have a voice in decision-making or taking action inside and outside school. As 
in the case of political participation in general (see Chapter 2, 2.2), these practices allow 
multiple configurations, according the targets and domains of participation, the agencies through 
which participation is channelled, and the repertoires that pupils use to get involved in school. 
For instance, research shows cases where students aim to influence curricular choices, school 
governance, classroom dynamics and rules (Apple & Beane, 2007a, 2007b; Mitra, 2009; O'Brien, 
2006; Raby, 2012), the improvement of school’s facilities (Nuñez, 2011; TvPTS, 2010), school 
safety, no violence and anti-bullying programs (Lansdown, 2005a), conflict resolution 
(Bickmore, 2008), community problems (Annette, 2009; O'Brien, 2006), and school reform 
59 
 
(Mitra, 2008). Regarding the agencies, pupils can participate through school councils (Whitty & 
Wisby, 2007), student councils, student assemblies, student clubs, , youth courts (O'Brien, 2006), 
non-stable and spontaneous student organizations community organisations (Annette, 2006), and 
individual participation. Through these and other agencies, the repertoires of participation 
change. For instance, in school councils, adults tend to guide student participation, and decision-
making is reached through voting; whereas in youth courts, students conduct the way in which 
participation takes place, and arguments and debate lead to decision-making. Sometimes 
students seek to influence school and classroom rules through an organised participation in 
student councils, or by an individual and more informal negotiation (Huddleston, 2007; Raby, 
2012). Pupils can communicate their points of view about school problems through the use of 
the internet and social networks, through drama performances and other artistic expressions 
(Goldman, Booker, & McDermott, 2008; O'Brien, 2006), by a demonstration outside the 
principal’s office (Mejia, 2012), or on the streets (Nuñez, 2011; TvPTS, 2010).  Students can 
also have a voice in the school by taking on new roles such as evaluators (P. Campbell, Edgar, & 
Halsted, 1994), or researchers (Fielding, 2001; Osler, 2010). 
 Domains of participation, agencies, and repertoires, constitute an array of configurations 
of potential participatory practices in school. Their potential character is twofold. On the one 
hand, the combinations between these three components allow many different configurations, 
which are very unlikely to occur in one school. On the other hand, while the literature reports an 
increasing number of authentic and efficacious experiences of student participation, most 
authors agree that they are still exceptional (Apple & Beane, 2007a, 2007b; Bickmore, 2008; 
Lansdown, 2001, 2005a; O'Brien, 2006; Raby, 2012; Whitty & Wisby, 2007).  While the 
discourse about student voice is becoming dominant and widely accepted, the practice of 
authentic and relevant student participation in school is still rare (Fielding, 2004). The growing 
authority of a positive discourse on student involvement has a common effect in different 
schools: authorities, teachers, or parents consider it sufficient if they provide participation 
through tokenistic, manipulative, and decorative forms of student participation (Fielding, 2004), 
or by restricting students’ voice and actions to a few aspects of the school’s life, usually the ones 
that do not modify school’s mechanisms of decision-making, power distribution, and power 
relations (Whitty & Wisby, 2007). 
 Nonetheless, it is within the literature that acknowledges the exceptional character of 
authentic and efficacious student participation in schools, where one finds a variety of 
experiences in different contexts, which reaffirm that such participation is possible. Based on the 
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analysis of these experiences, I present a brief description of potential domains of participation 
in school, agencies and repertoires, whose combination reveals the array of possible 
configurations of pupils’ school participation.  
3.1.1 Domains of participation for students involvement in school 
 Student participation seek to influence different domains of the school life and the 
relationships between it and wider communities. I have identified five core domains: binding 
decision-making, conflict resolution, classroom climate and knowledge construction, resolution 
of common problems, and identity construction
12
.  
3.1.1.1 Binding decision-making 
 A key aspect of the potential student participation in school is the possibility of having 
influence in decision-making that has a binding character for different school actors. Not only to 
be heard or consulted, but also to have a part in those choices. Major possible areas of binding 
decision-making are; school governance, school and classroom rules, curricular and pedagogical 
decisions, and the definition of common problems.  
 Among other things, school governance includes decisions about the academic project of 
the school, its goals and procedures; effective use of resources and school budget; head teachers’ 
and teachers’ appointments, and an integral evaluation of school performance (Balarin, Brammer, 
James, & McCormack, 2008). In terms of school and classroom rules, according to Raby (2012) 
we can distinguish between ‘minor rules’, such as ‘no hats’, and ‘major’ ones, for instance, those 
against weapons and possession of drugs. Students’ contribution to the definition of these rules 
may go from no participation to full student involvement, passing through a ‘minimal 
institutionalized student representation’ and a ‘comprehensive student representation and 
participation’. In regard to curricular and pedagogical decisions, student participation has to do 
with having a voice in the following debates: What do we learn, and why? (Knowledge selection 
and justification) How do we learn? (Pedagogical and didactical strategies and procedures)  How 
is learning organised during school time? (Curriculum timetable) (Apple & Beane, 2007a). 
Finally, as O’Brien (2006) points out, when students participate in the analysis and resolution of 
school or community problems, commonly, these are previously defined from others’ 
perspective (authorities and adults from school or community). Due to the fact that the definition 
                                                 
12
 These five domains of participation in student participation are not mutually exclusive, as some of them 
are overlapping or transversal. Their separation facilitates a better analytical description, but I acknowledged that in 
the school’s dynamics some of their characteristics overlap.  
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of common problems is not neutral, participation in binding decision-making also involves that 
students take part in defining what is problematic in the school, or what needs attention and 
resolution in the community.  
3.1.1.2 Conflict Resolution 
Teachers, school counsellors, or head teachers commonly solve conflicts among students, and 
between them and teachers. They play the role of judges, juries or mediators. It means that 
students are usually left apart in the resolution of their own conflicts. Nonetheless, there are 
many programs and experiences around the globe showing a growing student involvement in 
this sphere of the school life.  
 The idea of conflict resolution is generally seen as a non-violent way for solving 
conflicts. In this regard, and following Bickmore’s (2008) typology, pupils can participate in 
conflict resolution across three dimensions. 1) Peacekeeping: students take decisions and 
measures for ‘controlling’ violence in school, rather than solving the problems causing that 
violence. 2) Peacemaking: students solve their own conflicts through negotiation and mutually 
acceptable forms of resolution. 3) Peacebuilding: pupils participate in the construction of long-
term policies and actions to overcome violence in school, and the causes of conflict.  
3.1.1.3 Classroom climate and knowledge construction 
To have influence in establishing what is valid knowledge, and why it is so, requires an 
everyday participation in controversy and debate in classroom, as well as to overcome the 
dichotomy educator-educand (Freire, 2002 [1970]). It means that students participate in the 
construction of a ‘welcoming classroom climate’ (Hess & Avery, 2008) opened to controversy 
and debate (even in the less ‘controversial’ areas of knowledge). It also involves the active 
deconstruction of conservative teacher and student identities, where the former ‘possess’ the 
valid knowledge, and the latter (the dispossessed) ‘receives’ it without questioning. Such 
redefinition of roles occurs through a deliberative practice in classroom, and allows an active 
student participation in knowledge construction. 
 
3.1.1.4 Resolution of common problems 
Student participation in school is not only a discursive or linguistic practice (Jager & Maier, 
2009; Van Leeuwen, 2008). It is more than a deliberative exercise of decision-making, conflict 
resolution, or knowledge construction; it also involves taking action. A participatory school is a 
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place where young people do things, and get involved in the resolution of common problems 
inside and outside the school (Apple & Beane, 2007a). Once students have had a voice in the 
definition of what is problematic in the school, and within their communities, they can organise 
the course of action and carry on with it. Pupils can participate in a wide scope of actions, from 
improving school grounds (Rickinson & Sanders, 2005) to health campaigns in their 
neighbourhoods (Apple & Beane, 2007a). 
 
3.1.1.5 Identity construction  
This domain of participation in student participation seems to be particularly relevant for 
secondary school students. It is about students’ identity disclosure and construction within the 
school. Even contesting perspectives on adolescence recognise this stage as highly vibrant in 
terms of identity definition and disclosure (Crocetti, Jahromi, & Meeus, 2012; Lesko, 2013) . 
Adolescence appears as a period of discovering the power of self-definition. However, adults 
usually restrict the scope of identity exploration and expression in adolescents. School is not an 
exception. Teachers, prefects and head teachers, frequently constrain students’ identity by 
classifying them according to their own categories (e.g. immature, eccentric, superfluous or 
dangerous), sanctioning pupils’ identity expressions (e.g. body appearance) or imposing right 
identity models (Raby, 2012).  Therefore, this domain has to do with students showing who are 
they, what do they like or dislike, what do they think and feel, what do they want to be, and what 
they are searching for. It is about displaying their identifications and discovering their own 
subjectivity. This can be done through a myriad of ways, from body appearance, artistic 
expressions in the school, and drama performances (O'Brien, 2006), to formal debates about 
their identity with adults in the school.    
3.1.2 Agencies and repertoires of student participation in school 
Student participation in school can be channelled through a variety of agencies. I understand this 
term as referring simultaneously to two dimensions. The first is whether student participation 
occurs through any sort of organization, and to what extent its structure resembles formal or 
informal ways through which political activity is organised (see Chapter 2). For instance, pupils 
can influence decision-making in the school through an organization such as the school council, 
or taking part in the resolution of community problems through a student club, whereas their 
participation in controversy and debate in classroom does not necessarily need an organised 
body. However, the school council seems closer to a formal organization than a student club; in 
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so far it has a legal regulation regarding its composition, functioning, and pre-established roles 
for participants. In other words, its structure and division of labour is predefined and 
independent of its current members, who disregarding their individual characteristics have a pre-
established role and position. In contrast, a student club may have a more horizontal and flexible 
organization: its composition, functioning and the roles of its members, can be constantly 
redefined depending on the characteristics of its current participants.  
 The second dimension in the concept of agency refers to its composition: 1) whether  the 
agency comprises individual or collective actors, and 2) to what extent these are homogenous or 
heterogeneous, in terms of typical school categories: students, teachers, head teachers, or parents. 
For example, youth courts for student participation in conflict resolution include individual 
actors playing different roles; however, all of them are students. In contrast, a meeting designed 
for solving conflicts between students and teachers comprises at least two collective actors. 
Lastly, school bodies such as the school council incorporate heterogeneous actors, who may 
appear as individual participants, but frequently playing a representational role; they are the 
voice of a collective actor. 
 Regarding the repertoires of student participation in school, diversity prevails. There are 
many different dimensions in which repertoires changes. For instance: does participation is 
organised or spontaneous? Who leads the action? (Leadership) How do actors make decisions? 
(e.g. voting, deliberation, deliberation-voting, or consensus) What is the form of participation, 
and how it is performed? (e.g. protest, debate, dialogue, artistic expressions, body appearance) 
How actions are coordinated, and how students communicate to each other? (e.g. face to face, 
mobile technologies using social networks, voice and text messages) And, to what extent 
participation is violent, contentious, non-violent, legal or illegal?  
 In order to sum up potential configurations of student participation in the school, Table 
3.1 shows the different domains of participation, the agencies and repertoires related to them. 
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Table 3.1 Potential configurations of student participation in school: domains of participation, agencies and repertoires 
DOMAINS OF 
PARTICIPATION 
                                                                                 AGENCIES REPERTOIRES 
 
 
ORGANISATION ACTORS’ COMPOSITION (Some characteristics) 
 FORMAL INFORMAL INDIVIDUAL COLLECTIVE SINGLE MIXED 
BINDING DECISION-
MAKING 
School Council ✓ 
 
Representational 
  
✓ 
Organised Participation (OP). Lead by authorities (LA). 
Decision Making through Deliberation (DMD), and Decision 
Making through Voting (DMV). Dialogue (DI) and Debate 
(DE). Face-to-Face Coordination and Communication (FF). 
Non-Violent (NV). Legal (L). 
Student Council ✓  Representational  ✓  OP. Lead by Students (LS). DMD and DMV. DI and DE. FF. NV. 
L. 
School assembly ✓ 
  
✓ 
 
✓ 
OP and Spontaneous Participation (SP). LA or LS. DMD, DMV 
or Decision Making through Consensus (DMC). DI and DE. 
FF. NV. L. 
Student assembly        ✓       OR      ✓  ✓ ✓  OP and SP. LS. DMD, DMV or DMC. DI and DE. FF. NV. L. 
Student parties ✓    ✓  OP. LS. DMV. DI and DE. FF. NV. L. 
Student societies        ✓       OR      ✓ 
  
    ✓ 
 OP and SP. LS. DMV, DMC, or DMD. DI, DE, Protest (PT), 
Body Appearance (BA), or Artistic Expressions (AE). FF, ICT 
and Mobile Technologies (MT). NV, Contentious (C). L. 
Student clubs ✓       ✓   ✓  OP and SP. LS. DMV, DMC, or DMD. DI, DE, PT, BA, or AE. FF, 
ICT and MT. NV. L 
Other student 
groups, 
committees and 
organisations 
     ✓       OR       ✓     ✓                 OR           ✓ ✓ 
 
OP and SP. LS. DMV, DMC, or DMD. DI, DE, PT, BA, or AE. FF, 
ICT and MT. NV. L. 
OUTSIDE ANY ORGANISATION            ✓                 OR           ✓     ✓      OR      ✓ 
OP and SP. LS. DMV, DMC, or DMD. DI, DE, PT, BA, or AE. FF, 
ICT and MT. NV, C or Violent (V). L or Illegal (IL) 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
 
Youth courts 
✓  ✓  ✓  OP and SP, LS, DMD, DI and DE, FF, NV, L 
Student assembly 
School assembly 
Student Council 
School Council 
Class  ✓     ✓                 OR           ✓       ✓      OR     ✓ OP, Lead by Teacher (LT) or LS, DMD, DI and DE, FF, NV, L 
 
 
OUTSIDE ANY ORGANISATION 
 
 
    ✓                 OR           ✓  ✓     OR     ✓ 
OP through Peer mediator programs, Circle processes, or 
Inter-group contact encounters. SP. DMD and DMV. DI, DE, 
or AE. FF, ICT and MT. NV, L  
CLASSROOM CLIMATE AND 
KNOWLEDGE 
CONSTRUCTION 
Intra-class 
organised groups 
 ✓ ✓    OP. Lead by Teacher (LT) or LS. DMD. DI and DE. FF. NV. L. 
Class        
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OUTSIDE ANY ORGANISATION    ✓                OR           ✓ ✓   OR    ✓ 
OP through specialised programs for promoting controversy 
and debate, SP. Lead by Teacher (LT) or LS. DMD. DI and DE. 
FF, ICT and MT. NV. L. 
RESOLUTION OF COMMON 
PROBLEMS 
Student societies 
Student clubs 
Other student groups, committees  
and organisations 
Community 
assemblies 
     ✓            OR         ✓                  ✓              OR            ✓   OP and SP, Lead by Adult Community Members (LACM), 
DMD, DMV or DMC, DI and DE, FF, NV, L 
Community 
councils 
     ✓            OR         ✓ Representational    OP, LACM, DMD, DMV or DMC, DI and DE, FF, NV, L 
Community 
groups 
   ✓            OR         ✓     ✓              OR            ✓ 
  
OP and SP, LACM or LS. DMD, DMV or DMC, DI and DE, FF, 
ICT and MT. NV, L 
OUTSIDE ANY ORGANISATION     ✓              OR            ✓ ✓       OR    ✓ 
OP and SP, LACM or LS. DMD, or DMC, DI and DE, FF, ICT 
and MT. NV, L 
IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION 
(SUBJECTIVIZATION) 
Artistic groups 
  
    ✓              OR            ✓     ✓       OR    ✓ 
OP and SP. Lead by Teacher (LT) or LS. DMD, or Unilateral 
(DMU). DI and DE, PT. FF, ICT and MT. NV, L 
Student clubs 
Other student groups, committees  
and organisations 
OUTSIDE ANY ORGANISATION      ✓              OR             ✓  ✓     OR     ✓ 
OP and SP. LS. DMV, DMC, or DMD, DI, DE, PT, BA, or AE, FF, 
ICT and MT. NV or Violent (V). L or Illegal (IL) 
* My own elaboration, based on Annette (2009), Apple and Bean (2007a and 2007b), Balarin et al. (2008), Bickmore (2008), Goldman et al. (2008), Hess and Avery (2008), Huddleston (2007), 
Lansdown (2001 and 2005), Mitra (2008), O'Brien (2006), Raby (2012), Rickinson and Sanders (2005), and Whitty and Wisby 2007, Fierro (2012). 
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As expected, Table 3.1 is not comprehensive since potential configurations of student 
participation are not universal. Student participation in school is dynamic and changeable; it is 
historic and socially dependent. Students draw on forms of participation historically established 
in their society, communities and schools, over which they can make variations and ‘innovations’ 
(Tarrow, 2011). Its actual characteristics regarding domains of participation, agencies and 
repertoires, depend deeply on particular socio-cultural, political and economic contexts; on the 
specific features of national and local education systems, and on administrative and pedagogical 
orientations and practices in every school.  
 
3.2 The quality of student participation in school: authenticity, autonomy, and 
efficacy 
While I have problematised the concept of the political, the notion of participation has been 
taken for granted. What does participation means? If students are manipulated according to 
teachers’ interests, is that participation? If students take part in binding decision-making but their 
opinions have no influence, is that participation? Assuming a literal definition from a dictionary, 
the answer is yes. Participation is defined as “the action of taking part in something” (Oxford 
dictionaries, 2013). But these are examples of a very poor quality of participation. I am using 
quality in regard to the following questions: how authentic students’ involvement is? To what 
extent it allows autonomous action?  And, how efficacious it is?  
3.2.1 Authenticity and autonomy 
 Following Gramsci’s reflections on political action, Theodore Kiros (1985) points out 
that one can participate in political activity “either foolishly and ignorantly, or wisely and 
knowledgeably.” (Kiros, 1985, p. 147) Accordingly, authenticity can be understood as the 
degree of awareness that students have about the content and purpose of participation, but also as 
the level of autonomy and control they have over different stages within the participatory 
process. 
 A way of analysing these two interrelated dimensions (authenticity and autonomy) is 
using Hart’s ‘ladder of participation’. It establishes different levels, from non-participation 
processes, such as manipulation and tokenism, extending through five degrees of participation 
(Hart, 1992). The highest step involves that children initiate the process and invite adults to joint 
them in decision-making. Other authors have drawn on Hart’s work and proposed other 
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arrangements: simplified and hierarchized models (Jensen & Simovska, 2005; Lansdown, 
2005b; O'Brien, 2006; Shier, 2001), and a non-hierarchical typology (Simovska & Jensen, 2009). 
Among them, Lansdow (2005) and O’Brien (2006), consider the scenario of children as the main 
or exclusive decision-maker during the whole process as the highest level of participation. Based 
on Lansdow’s work, I identify four different levels for analysing how authentic and autonomous 
student participation is in school: 1) no involvement or simulated forms of participation (i.e. 
manipulation or tokenism); 2) pupils are consulted and informed, 3) pupils take part in the 
process with voice and initiative, and 4) participation is lead and controlled by the students.   
3.2.1 Efficacy 
 The degree of authenticity and autonomy is related to another important aspect of the 
quality of student participation: its efficacy. This concept comes from the political science 
literature. It was first defined as “the feeling that political and social change is possible, and that 
the individual citizen can play a part in bringing about this change” (A. Campbell, Gurin, & 
Miller, 1954, p. 187). The concept then was divided into two categories: internal and external 
efficacy. The former refers to the “beliefs about one’s own competence to understand, and to 
participate effectively in, politics” (Niemi, Craig, & Franco, 1991, p. 1407), whereas the latter 
relates to “beliefs about the responsiveness of government authorities and institutions to citizen 
demands” (p. 1408) If we apply these concepts to student participation in the school, a high 
internal efficacy, for instance, would mean that they strongly believe in their capacity to 
participate in order to produce a significant change in school. A low external efficacy, for 
example, would mean that even when they believe in their own capacity of effective 
participation, students do not feel that school authorities will respond positively to their demands. 
Therefore, the expected changes will not occur.  
 Internal efficacy is cyclically related to authenticity and autonomy in students’ 
participation. As they get more autonomous and knowledgeable in the participatory process it is 
more likely to expect a stronger belief in their competence for generating a change in the school 
(internal efficacy), at the time that internal efficacy increases the odds of having students that are 
more prone to undertake authentic an autonomous actions. 
 External efficacy, however, will also depend on two additional factors: a) the proportion 
within a given domain of participation in which students are allowed to get involved; and b) the 
extent to which students can have symmetrical access, compared to other school actors, to 
valuable resources and powerful agencies for participation in school. In regard to a), each 
 
68 
domain of participation has different sub-domains and potential aspects where students can have 
a voice or take action. Pupils’ feeling about the school’s responsiveness to their demands, then, 
will positively increase as they get more opportunities, and are able, to participate in a greater 
proportion within each domain.   In regard to b), it is more likely that this feeling increases to the 
extent to which students have access to similar valuable resources for participation, and equal or 
similar agencies. For instance, if students are allowed to participate in the school council having 
the same prerogatives as any other member, and can have access to the same information about 
the school, it is reasonable to expect a more positive feeling about the school’s responsiveness to 
their demands, than if they are only consulted and informed about the council’s decisions. 
 Thus, the quality of student participation depends on its degree of authenticity and 
autonomy, as well as on its levels of internal and external efficacy. 
 
3.3 The potential political character of student participation in school 
Having presented the two dimensions of the theoretical model, this section deals with the 
question: To what extent student participation in school can be regarded as political? I will 
answer this question positively, based on the pedagogical approach to PP developed in Chapter 
2 (2.3). I will show how, under certain circumstances, students’ involvement in the five domains 
of participation in school can be seen as a political activity. 
 Participation in Binding decision-making turns political when pupils reject the idea of 
having a school experience subjected to the decisions of others (orientation to emancipation). In 
relation to teachers, parents and principals, pupils see themselves as equally entitled to influence 
binding decisions in the school. Students’ further political actions arise from understanding that 
such resolutions have an impact on the possibilities they have within the school, and 
consequently, on their own subjectivity. Accordingly, they take actions of resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation and persuasion (see 2.3.2), which can be performed thorough different repertoires 
within formal and informal agencies.  
 Due to the fact that the major areas of binding decision-making in schools (see 3.1.1.1) 
are also dependent of governmental policies, which in turn may be influenced by exogenous 
interests, the orientation to emancipation is not restricted to relationships with actors inside the 
school, but includes that broader network of power relations. As it happened in Argentina in 
2010 and 2012 (InterferenciaIUNA, 2011; Nuñez, 2011), secondary school students sometimes 
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aim to influence school governance or curricular and pedagogical decisions by targeting national 
governments’ education policy. 
 Students’ involvement in Conflict Resolution understood as ‘peacemaking’ (see 3.1.1.2) 
becomes political when they reject the idea that their conflicts have to be solved by someone 
with a higher status, who possesses the true just shrewdness. Rather, pupils recognise themselves 
as capable of solving their own conflicts through actions of reciprocity, legitimation and 
persuasion. Additionally, because students see the school as a community of equals, they act as 
mediators in conflicts between other actors, for instance, between parents and teachers. These 
actions compensate the power asymmetry between students and teachers, parents or other school 
authorities, for instance, when resolutions are not imposed but legitimated. 
 Political participation in the domain of Conflict Resolution is not limited to the power 
relationships within the school, but can also be oriented to a wider network of power relations, 
especially as ‘peacebuilding’. In this regard, pupils’ participation begins by uncovering and 
understanding the causes of violence in school. Through this reflective process they identify 
power entities, agencies or actors, whose actions (or omissions to act) have an impact on the 
state of violence in the school. Students, then, become engaged in the design and performance of 
actions of resistance, reciprocity and persuasion, oriented to compensate that asymmetrical 
network of power relations in order to achieve a sustainable peaceful school. 
 When students begin to question the validity of knowledge in classroom, when they 
actively participate in its construction, when they do not passively accept what others have 
decided as relevant knowledge to them, when they take action for establishing an interaction 
with teachers that transcends the dichotomy educator-educand (Freire, 2002 [1970]), then, 
participation in classroom turns political. It implies actions of resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation and persuasion, strongly oriented to compensate an asymmetrical power relation 
between teachers and students, and to the enactment of pupils’ entitlement to equality.  
 Participation in the domain of Resolution of common problems becomes political when 
students identify problems in their school or communities, and understand how these are related 
to a differential power over relation. It means that actions (or omissions to act) from a more 
powerful entity originate or maintain a given situation that students see as problematic. 
Consequently, they engage in its resolution through actions of resistance, persuasion and 
reciprocity directed to such person, group or institution, or to a more complex network of power 
relations. For instance, as I will show in Chapter 7, the students in my study find that the 
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school’s toilets are in a terrible condition. The main problem for them is the lack of toilet paper 
and soap. This is a common problem to be solved. One way is that they get organised to bring 
soap and toilet paper from their own homes. Students might also collect some funds for buying 
them. While these are examples of participation, they hardly are political. Political participation 
would begin by understanding why there is not toilet paper and soap, when the Mexican 
government is obliged, by law, to provide clean and fully equipped toilets in schools. What is 
happening with that budget? Have the funds for that end have reached the school? Is it a problem 
of wrong school administration? Have the principal, teachers and parents decided to use that 
money for something else? After clarifying the answers to these and similar questions, students 
take actions of persuasion or reciprocity directed to any of the previous actors with whom they 
have a differential power relation.  Actions are oriented to the enactment of equality in so far as 
pupils’ assume themselves as equal human beings with the right of having basic services in their 
school, just as other students have in areas with better socioeconomic conditions. The goal is to 
solve the problem by targeting its causes, which are embedded in asymmetrical power relations. 
 Lastly, students’ participation in the domain of Identity construction turns political, 
frequently when they resist to be seen through the lens of adults’ identity models for teenagers. 
When students are able to display their cultural identifications in the school, they act as equals 
regarding their rights of free expression.  The possibility of displaying and exploring their 
identities in the school also entail actions of persuasion and legitimation with teachers, parents 
and school’s authorities.  
 I have shown how student involvement in five domains of  participation in school can be 
seen as practices of PP. While their characteristics change according to the specific domain, the 
political is given by certain constant elements. These are actions of resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation or persuasion, oriented to the enactment of students’ entitlement of equality and the 
neutralisation of asymmetrical power relations. They also demand a point of reflection and 
understanding closely linked to practical action. As notice, to say political participation in the 
school is to say that it originates in this social setting but is not restricted to the school context, 
because the unequal distribution of power within it and its consequences, are frequently 
connected to a broader network of power relations 
 One important aspect of the pedagogical approach to PP to be addressed is the 
consequences of student participation. Successful political participation means that students 
open more possibilities for them in the school, in terms of what they can think and do. It also 
results on a process of subjectivization: students discover themselves as a changeable subject 
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through the course of participation. While these are two consequences for participants, pupils’ 
participation has at least two possible effects in the school: conflict or a redefined order. In other 
words, student political participation in the school can be identified by its transformative effects, 
both in the students and the school community. 
 Lastly, because of its orientation to equality and emancipation, students’ participation in 
school needs to present high levels of quality in order to be political. As I explained in Section 
3.2, the notion of quality in student participation has to do with different degrees of authenticity, 
autonomy and efficacy. The presupposition of equality and the orientation to its enactment 
implies a certain degree of reflection and understanding in political participation. Also, it 
demands that pupils lead and control the actions or, at least, take part in the process with voice 
and initiative. Likewise, students’ politicity needs a strong internal political efficacy, because as 
equal human beings they see themselves as competent as others to produce a change in school, 
and external efficacy because political participation in school requires a certain level of 
achievement. 
  
3.4 Conclusions 
I have presented a theoretical model for analysing and evaluating students’ political participation 
in school. It comprises two dimensions. The first aims to be a reference frame for identifying, 
describing and analysing the multiple ways in which students’ practices of participation in the 
school are configured. It provides a conceptual resource for dealing with such variability by 
identifying three structural components of such experiences: 1) the domains of the school life in 
which participation takes place; 2) the agencies through which participation is channelled; and 3) 
the repertoires through which participation is performed. Five main domains of participation 
were proposed and explained: a) binding decision-making, b) conflict resolution, c) classroom 
climate and knowledge construction, d) resolution of common problems, and e) identity 
construction. The model uses the concepts of formality and informality to distinguish different 
characteristics of the agencies through which students might participate in the school. It also 
differentiates them according to their composition in terms of the participants that each agency 
might include. Lastly, this dimension clarifies the notion of repertoires and identifies some 
dimensions in which these are differentiated. 
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 The second dimension of the model aims to analyse and evaluate the quality of 
participation. I have argued for a notion of quality based on four levels of authenticity and 
autonomy, as well as on different degrees of internal and external efficacy.  
 Thus, the model comprises descriptive, analytical and normative elements. It is based on 
the idea that student participation in school is not only about opening spaces for student voice, 
but to think about the quality of such experiences. In this sense, it can also be seen as a sort of 
ideal type (Weber, 1949). The full realisation of students’ participation in school would 
comprise all the arrangements between domains of participation, agencies and repertoires, that 
best promote the highest levels of authenticity, autonomy and efficacy in student participation in 
school. 
 Based on the pedagogical approach to political participation developed in Chapter 2 (2.3), 
the last section of the chapter explains how under certain circumstances, these potential 
experiences of participation can be regarded as political.  
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´ 
CHAPTER FOUR: Methodology 
CHAPTER FOUR 
Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter describes and justifies my research methodology. I use the concept of methodology 
because is broader than the notion of research methods. It is not restricted to specific strategies 
and procedures of data collection and analysis, but includes a personal or collective 
epistemological and ontological standpoint, ethical considerations, “general preferences for 
designs, […] guidelines for making inferences, and the criteria for assessing and improving 
quality.” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 21)  
 While this chapter is mainly descriptive and informative, there is also an argument for an 
open and creative approach to the methodology of social sciences.  Since the last 20 years of 19
th
 
Century, the history of methodology in these disciplines is a history of developments, 
diversifications, debates and discrepancies (see Teddlie & Johnson, 2009a, 2009b). In order to 
cope with such diversity, there is a tendency to simplify different methodologies into two 
groups: quantitative and qualitative. In my view, this dominant division is risky. On the one hand, 
we have lost clarity about where the distinction lies; on the other hand, particularly in qualitative 
research, very contrasting approaches are often classified into the same category.  
 A relatively recent alternative to surpass the division between quantitative and qualitative 
research is the so-called (especially by its advocates) Mixed methods paradigm. Currently, it is 
still difficult to find one consensual definition of mixed methods. For instance, Johnson and 
Onwuegbuzie (2004) reviewed 19 definitions of mixed methods provided by prominent 
researchers or methodologists working in this area. All of them, while sharing some 
characteristics, are noticeably different.  In broad terms, the concept of mixed methods refers to 
a combination of elements associated to the qualitative or quantitative approaches, which takes 
place at some point of the research process. Because of its origins in the notion of triangulation 
(D. T. Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Denzin, 1978), many definitions emphasise the mixing at the 
phases of data collection and analysis. However, I am adopting a rather methodological 
definition, in which the mixing between these elements occurs through all the phases of the 
research process (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998). 
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 As in the case of some books and articles on qualitative research, some authors in mixed 
methodologies have developed certain typologies with the intention of fixing the standard 
components, procedures and steps to undertake mixed methods research. To a certain extent, this 
is a consequence of the need of teaching research methods. Thus, it is more evident in textbooks 
or products that are oriented to students (e.g. Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). In 
my view, the attempts to fixing the standards of qualitative and mixed methods research 
undermine the richness and advantages of both methodological perspectives.  I think that while 
typologies produced by the resarch on mixed methods are valuable and can be useful, they are 
not exahustive (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). As it happens in qualitative research, one of the 
advantages of mixed methods is its responsiveness to emergent elements, evolving designs, 
methods of data collection and analysis, and the uniqueness of the research project. Instead of 
seeing methodology as a series of preestablished rules to be dogmatically followed, I propose a 
more flexible and creative approach. This view is based on the idea that the methodological 
thinking in social sciences and humanities have produced a series of contrasting tools, concepts, 
and procedures that can be creatively integrated and justified depending on the problem and 
interests of particular research projects. Accordingly, in this chapter I will show how tools, 
concepts and procedures frequently related to quantitative or qualitative methodologies, were 
integrated in my methodology across five main stages: a) epistemological and ontological 
assumptions, b) research design, c) sampling procedures, d) methods of data collection, and e) 
frameworks and strategies for data analysis.  
 
4.1 Epistemological and ontological assumptions 
Working under a mixed methodology can be very attractive, but there are important challenges 
in terms of coherence, particularly in regard to the epistemological and ontological assumptions 
from qualitative and quantitative models. Ontological assumptions in the philosophy of social 
science are concerned with how do we understand social reality and, consequently, our objects 
of study. Epistemological principles, in turn, are related to how do we understand knowledge, 
how do we know, and what kind of knowledge is possible in the study of the social and human 
world (Delanty & Strydom, 2003).  
 While the quantitative approach is commonly linked to the principles of positivism, the 
qualitative perspective rests on a more eclectic philosophy. Indeed, what we call qualitative 
research is a relatively recent convention (Silverman, 2001), which integrates epistemological 
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and ontological contributions from Dilthey’s philosophy (Dilthey, 1989[1883]), Weber’s 
methodological essays (Weber, 1949), critical theory (Adorno et al., 1976), pragmatism (James, 
1975[1907]), symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969), feminism (Smith, 1990), social 
constructivism and social phenomenology (P. Berger & Luckman, 1968; Schutz & Luckmann, 
1973), ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1967), ethnography (Geertz, 1973; Hammersley & 
Atkinson, 1994; Rockwell, 2009), postmodernism (Lyotard, 1989), grounded theory (Corbin & 
Strauss, 2007; Glaser & Strauss, 1967), critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003; Wodak & 
Meyer, 2009), and some combinations between these different schools [e.g. postmodern 
feminism (Butler, 1994), postmodern ethnography (Tyler, 1986), or neo-pragmatism (Rorty, 
2000, 2002)]. Nevertheless, one common element across these diverse approaches to social 
research is the critique of some of the positivist epistemological and ontological assumptions (or 
all of them). 
 According to Halfpenny (2001) there are five main principles in positivism: empiricism, 
naturalism, scientism, sociologism and progressivism. In terms of epistemology and ontology, 
the first two are especially relevant. Empiricism establishes that “human sensory experience is 
the arbiter of factual knowledge” (p. 372), whereas naturalism has to do with the idea that the 
objects and methods of social and natural sciences are essentially similar. Accordingly, in 
Durkheim’s view, social facts, as the objects of natural sciences, ought to be seen as things 
(Durkheim, 1982; 1996). It means that they have to be treated with no intervention of the 
researcher’s values, pre-notions about the object, or any other subjective element. Because of 
this, objects of scientific analysis need to be observable; it is the only way in which its existence 
and total independence from the subject can be verified. The external character of social facts 
entails that the objects of social sciences and  the scientific explanation of human behaviour 
needs to be found in facts, structures or forms that transcend individuals’ consciousness.  
 The scientific knowledge of the social world, then, is free of subjectivity and based on 
observable evidence; it is objective. The possibility of objectivity allows the production of a 
form of knowledge that is able to uncover social phenomena’s regularities, which, in turn will 
constitute the laws capable of explaining the genesis and functioning of all particular social facts 
that belong to one specific class of phenomena (Émile  Durkheim, 1996).  
 The formulation of laws demands the development of a coherent theory that allows the 
construction of hypothesis to be tested against empirical evidence. While positivism accepts 
inductive and deductive strategies for knowledge production, the hypothetico-deductive one 
gained superiority, especially within the second positivist wave (logical positivism), during the 
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first half of 20
th
 century among the philosophers of the Vienna Circle (Halfpenny, 2001). 
Additionally, Popper’s contributions to the philosophy of knowledge, by replacing a 
confirmatory process for what he called falsifiability (Popper, 1959, 1965), reinforced the 
hypothetico-deductive approach to research as a way of securing objective knowledge: theory-
hypothesis-empirical testing.  
 Under a positivist approach, to say objective knowledge means valid, reliable, and 
replicable knowledge. There are several forms of validity, however, two are the more common: 
external and internal validity. The former is concerned to the extent to which certain findings 
within a delimited sample can be generalized to a whole population. In other words, if the same 
findings are found (or can be assured to be found) beyond the specific units of analysis used in a 
particular study, then they are valid (they are true). Internal validity, in turn, has to do with the 
logical consistency of the findings and/or the extent to which they can be supported by theory. 
(Bryant, 2000; Bryman, 2004) 
 The concept of reliability is particularly concerned to the consistency of research’s 
results and instruments (Bryman, 2004). At least three types are commonly recognised: inter-
rater or inter-observer, internal and external reliability. Inter-observer reliability permits to 
evaluate the consistency of results or a measure through its assessment by two or more observers. 
The more they concur, the more reliable the results or the measurement will be. Internal 
reliability has to do with the consistency of a research instrument according to its inner 
properties, while external reliability refers to the extent to which one instrument produces similar 
results when it is administrated two or more times to the same group. (Strube, 2000) 
 The notions of validity and reliability are closely related with the concept of replicability. 
If a research methodology is consistent and its results are valid, then it has to be replicable. It 
means that someone else by following the same procedure should obtain the same results within 
the same population.  
 I have briefly explored the meaning of some of the epistemological and ontological 
assumptions from positivism, over which quantitative research rests. For each of these elements 
it is possible to find an opposite principle from the qualitative standpoint. The sharp distinction 
between subject and object, and the external character of the latter, was questioned since 
Dilthey’s writings. In his view, the human sciences inherently incorporate evaluative judgements 
about their objects, they present a more normative character in comparison to the natural 
sciences (Dilthey, 1989[1883]). Similarly, Weber (1949) states that a value-free research in 
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social sciences is impossible. At least, the researcher’s values operate when the object of study is 
elected, and through the first attempts to be defined. Later, feminist epistemology argued that 
our socio-cultural location always influences the way we see social phenomena and knowledge. 
This standpoint epistemology (Smith, 1990) legitimates and maintains interlocking systems of 
oppression (Collins, 1989). In this perspective, knowledge is far from being neutral. As 
Foucault’s work shows, the intention of establishing objective knowledge is a key element for 
instituting orders of power (Foucault, 1982), which aim to stabilise, for instance, what is mental 
health and the consequent exclusion of the sick (Foucault, 1967), and what kind of sexual 
practices are healthful or correct and the consequent discrimination of the deviant (Foucault, 
1986).  
 On a complementary critical strand to positivism, the development of social 
constructivism showed how the objects of study in social sciences are constructions that 
societies develop through history, and are reproduced within different process of socialization 
and interaction (Berger & Luckman, 1968; Schutz & Luckmann, 1973). Because of their social 
character, it is difficult to assure objectivity in the definition of such objects. Rather, they are 
defined according to contested meanings. For instance, if the object of study is the relationship 
between poverty and delinquency in London, the researcher is forced to clarify what is poverty 
and delinquency. Both phenomena do not have a single objective definition. Instead, two or 
more definitions of poverty might be reasonable while competing in their content.   
 The contingency between language and reality was deeply addressed by postmodern, 
poststructuralist and neo-pragmatic philosophers. It led some authors to reject the possibility of 
truth. At best, one can justify his/her beliefs (Rorty, 2000, 2002). Such justification will always 
be temporal, sooner or later new objections will be developed. It implies that our objects of study 
cannot be truly known.  
 All these critiques are fundamental to the idea that object and subject in social sciences 
are interrelated. Because of this, objectivity as such is rather impossible. Instead, researchers 
need to be constantly reflexive about the role that subjectivity plays in the construction of the 
object, and its role in the interpretations they develop about it (Pierre Bourdieu, Chamboredon, 
& Passeron, 2002; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1994).  
 In addition, social sciences deal with a world inhabited by humans; agents that participate 
in the constant construction of reality and attach meaning to their own actions. Social action is 
not solely explained by structures or social facts that lay beyond individuals’ consciousness. As 
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Weber (1949, 1978) points out, in order to understand social action we need to comprehend the 
meaning that actors give to their own actions and to unveil its historical configuration .  
 The development of social anthropology and ethnography early showed the complexity 
of the social construction of meaning, as well as its diversity across different contexts. To 
understand social networks of meaning (Geertz, 1973) requires an immersion into the daily 
activities of the people who interacts through those networks, always in situated contexts. 
Because of this, there is also a preference for an inductive strategy, which departs from social or 
empirical categories to theoretical constructs. Qualitative research gives more importance to a 
logic of empirical discovery from which theory can be developed, rather than to a priori 
theoretical conjectures and a strategy of hypothesis testing. 
 These epistemological and ontological principles of qualitative research question the 
notions of validity, reliability and replicability. The whole idea of validity as truth was deeply 
undermined by postmodernism and neo-pragmatism. External validity is not as important as the 
deep understanding of meaning and interaction in situated contexts. Frequently, such a deep 
understanding cannot be achieved under the principles of inferential statistics (for instance, 
representative samples), which constitute the assumptions over which generalisability can be 
guaranteed. External validity, then, is replaced by what some authors call ecological validity: the 
extent to which research findings correspond to the way in which certain phenomena occur 
naturally (Bryman, 2004). This kind of validity is normally forgone when researchers seek 
external or internal validity, which often demand artificial situations for data collection. 
Similarly, the situatedness required to understand meaning and social interaction, regularly 
demands a substantial degree of uniqueness in the research procedure. This, along with the 
context-dependent character of qualitative findings, make very difficult to replicate qualitative 
studies.   
 I have described some basic epistemological and ontological principles from the 
qualitative and quantitative research strategies, which in my view are the key elements that 
distinguish both methodological perspectives. Frequently, they are only differentiated by how 
they construct data and through the analytical tools and procedures they employ. In other words, 
quantitative methods are seen as those using quantified data (numbers) and statistical procedures, 
whereas qualitative methods use unstructured, linguistic, visual or multimodal data, whose 
analysis is based on more flexible an interpretative methods. Indeed, these features are 
distinctive of both approaches, but as a consequence of their fundamental distinctions which are 
primarily ontological and epistemological.  
 
79 
 Having analysed some fundamental differences between quantitative and qualitative, I 
essentially envisioned the integration of the following in my mixed-method strategy: 
A) A conception of social phenomena as socially and historically constructed through 
human interaction. (Qualitative) 
B) Social phenomena are represented differently by participants and researchers in their 
attempt to know them. While shared interpretations are necessary, there is no consensual 
knowledge about them in the form of universal laws. (Qualitative) 
C) A deductive approach based on the construction of theoretical categories to be 
operationalized with the intention of producing different indicators aimed to make 
comparisons among a large group of individuals. (Quantitative) 
D) An inductive approach, which emphasises participants’ perspectives and categories over 
fixed theoretical types. (Qualitative) 
E) The possibility of having external validity through the generalization of the research 
results to a wider population. (Quantitative) 
F) The possibility of having an in-depth analysis of shared and differentiated meanings 
among a small group of students, and the situated conditions in which such meanings are 
constructed. (Qualitative) 
G) The construction of quantified data and the implementation of statistical analysis 
H) The construction of unstructured linguistic and visual data and the implementation of 
interpretative methods of analysis 
 
As noticed, some of the qualitative principles I aimed to enact through my research are the 
opposite of the quantitative ones, and vice versa. This is why they cannot be applied 
simultaneously; rather they have oriented different stages and levels of my methodology 
separately. This sequential strategy was aimed to gain complementarity between both 
approaches and to reduce contradiction. In the following sections I will indicate the principles 
operating through the stages of the research design and the methods for data collection.   
 
4.2 Social representations: enhancing complementarity across quantitative and 
qualitative approaches 
This thesis is concerned with students’ representations of PP and their implications for 
citizenship education in secondary school. In this section I will clarify the concept of 
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representations based on the notion of social representations. I will do so in this chapter, because 
more than being part of my theoretical approach, this construct is essential to clarify the 
ontology of my object of study, and also to assure certain degree of methodological unity 
through the complementarity of qualitative and quantitative traditions in the study of social 
representations. 
 The notion of social representations has its roots in Durkheim’s concept of collective 
representations (Émile Durkheim, 1982a). However, my understanding and use of the concept is 
basically influenced by its contemporary development in social psychology and sociology.  
 Serge Moscovici is commonly seen as the contemporary founder of the theory of social 
representations within social psychology. For him, through representations images and meanings 
get equalised. For instance, a representation of a scientist is constituted by images (e.g. a person 
wearing a white coat in a laboratory) and meanings (e.g. a curious and intelligent person). More 
properly, the representation is the symbolic construct where images and meanings are connected 
to each other. According to Moscovici, social representations occupy “a curious position, 
somewhere between concepts, which have as their goal abstracting meaning from the world and 
introducing order into it, and precepts, which reproduce the world in a meaningful way.” 
(Moscovici, 2000[1984], p. 31). On the one hand, representations conventionalize, create 
categories and types, which order the infinite diversity of objects. Representations classify and 
make things, persons, ideas or events recognisable. On the other hand, social representations are 
prescriptive: “they impose themselves upon us with irresistible force.” (p. 23) This characteristic 
indicates the social character of representations; they are a collective historical construction, 
aimed to be communicated to the newcomers within a given group, community or society, as a 
fundamental part of their processes of primary or secondary socialisation (P. Berger & Luckman, 
1968). To a great extent, these representations allow the identification of communalities among 
individuals in order to be recognised as part of the same group.  
4.2.1 Social representations: individual variability and organising principles 
Social representations need to be communicated because they are necessary for understanding 
the natural and social world. Social representations, then, have a cognitive function; all of us, as 
social beings, use these in order to know how the world is. In this regard, Doise, Clémence, and 
Lorenzi-Cioldi (1993) point out that the study of social representations “consists of analyzing the 
regulations carried out by the social metasystem in the cognitive system, as far as their links with 
specific positions in a set of social relations are clarified.” (p. 2) In other words, the way in 
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which individuals aim to know the world is regulated by certain social principles that “control, 
verify and direct” individuals’ cognitive operations according to their social positioning. Seen in 
this way, social representations appear as a dynamic phenomenon that transcends a 
unidirectional conception in which these are imposed on, and reproduce by, individual persons. 
Indeed, their dynamic character results in one of the main problems of analysing social 
representations: the necessary distinctions between communalities and variations in their 
meaning among individuals. (Doise et al., 1993; Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000[1994])  
 Variations in the meaning and form of social representations between individuals have to 
do with their differential social positioning, personal histories (Holland & Lave, 2001), their 
capacity of agency, and the situated conditions within which representations are communicated. 
In spite of all these factors, their social character makes possible the identification of common 
organising principles across individual variations. An organising principle can be described as a 
virtual or implicit idea, maxim or image, analytically perceptible through explicit ideas or 
images in two ways: 1) The organising principle orders the explicit ideas “by giving them a 
meaning they had not previously had”, or 2) introduces coherence between them by securing 
their common meaning through “a work of selection”. Thus, the organising principle “reduces 
the ambiguity or polysemy inherent in ideas or images and makes them relevant in any given 
social context.” (Moscovici & Vignaux, 2000[1994], p. 190) These principles also present a 
generative characteristic; they can be seen as a matrix from which people construct specific 
images of an object. An organising principle is an implicit idea that generates different explicit 
representations. 
4.2.2 Anchoring and objectifying: the two necessary processes for representing the 
world 
 One of the difficulties to grasp the organising principles of social representations is that 
they are created, re-created and communicated within situated and specific conditions of 
interaction. Among other things, these include the geographical, physical and social settings 
were interactions occur; who interact, the corresponding mutual positioning of the actors 
involved; and the mode through which representations are channelled or concretised (e.g. 
linguistic, visual, performed or through multiple modes) (G. R. Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2001). 
Its content, then, is highly prone to change depending on such conditions. For this, social 
representations are always communicated in a synthetic form, in the sense that through situated 
conditions of interaction their completeness is rarely fully communicated.  
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 Even considering all the previous conditions for individual variability and fragmentation 
in social representations, according to Moscovici (2000[1984]) they are always recreated 
through two main processes. The first is called anchoring. Its aim is to anchor strange images, 
ideas, and objects in a familiar framework. This is a process of classification, where a thing is 
compared or related to an already known category, through this process the ‘new’ object or idea 
becomes readjusted to fit within it. The second is called objectifying: “to discover the iconic 
quality of an imprecise idea or being, to reproduce a concept in an image.”(Moscovici, 
2000[1984], p. 49). In order to represent abstract ideas like political participation  (PP), we need 
to objectify them; to translate it into an image or an object, to saturate the idea with concrete 
references, for instance, a ballot box, a group of politicians, or a demonstration on the street.   
4.2.3 The representation of social practices 
As I mentioned, the work on social representations has also been carried out from a more 
sociological perspective, particularly, from Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). As Fairclough 
(2003) points out, discourses can be seen as ways of acting (genres), ways of being (styles) and 
ways of representing. They represent the material world, or different social practices. For my 
research, the representation of social practices like PP is particularly relevant.  According to Van 
Leeuwen (2008) social practices are “socially regulated ways of doing things” (p. 6), structured 
by the components in Box 4.1. 
 
Box 4.1 Van Leeuwen’ s model of the structural components of social practices 
1. Participants and their: 
 Eligibility conditions: “the ‘qualifications’ participants must have in order to be eligible to 
play a particular role in a particular social practice.” (Van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 10) 
 Presentation styles 
 
2. Actions and their: 
 Performance modes: Depending on the action, it imposes certain modes of being 
performed by the participants 
 
3. Times: Social practices and specific parts of them take place at more or less definite times. (p. 11) 
 
4. Locations: home, school, the city, etc., and their Eligibility conditions. 
 
5. Resources and their Eligibility conditions: tools and materials that are necessary for participants’ 
conditions of eligibility, presentation styles, actions and their performance modes. 
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When social practices are represented, all these components are not always included. To a great 
extent this fragmentation is a result of the process of recontextualization implied in every 
representation.  Drawing on Bernstein (1996), Van Leeuwen points out that representations 
recontextualize social practices according to the specific context in which discourses 
(representations) are created or communicated, and to appropriate ways in regard to those 
settings. For instance, the way we represent Darwin’s theory of evolution in classroom is 
different from how it is represented in a conversation between friends. The same object becomes 
recontextualized in order to be properly communicated in different social situations. 
Additionally, recontextualization is recursive; the way we represent Darwin’s theory is based on 
previous representations, which were communicated to us in specific contexts.  
 Recontextualization not only comprises variations on the social practice to be represented. 
Representations not only recreate “what is going on, they also evaluate it, ascribe purposes to it, 
justify it, and so on, and in many texts these aspects of representation become far more important 
than the representation of the social practice.” (Van Leeuwen, 2008, p. 6) To recontextualize 
means transforming what we want to communicate. According to Van Leeuven there are four 
main operations through which the social practice that we aim to represent is transformed: 
substitutions, deletions, rearrangements, and additions (like evaluative judgements, legitimation 
or persuasions). In Chapter 5, I will illustrate some of these operations. 
4.2.4 The quantitative and qualitative study of social representations 
I have reviewed two main theoretical approaches to the notion of social representations. In the 
following sections I will show the usefulness of their constitutive elements both for the 
development of data collection techniques, and as resources for data analysis. But, one of the 
reasons to draw on these approaches is to show what do I mean by the idea of representations of 
PP, and to clarify its ontological status. Besides, social representations have been studied from 
quantitative and qualitative perspectives. While their ontological status correspond to a 
qualitative philosophy, the study of social representations allows hypothetico-deductive 
strategies, to pursue external and internal validity, the quantification of data and the 
implementation of statistical techniques of analysis. Indeed, the contemporary birth of the study 
of social representations with Moscovici (1961) was based on quantitative content analysis over 
a representative sample of documents. The quantitative analysis of social representations has 
also been focused on the study of organising principles of social representations and the analysis 
of individual variations (e.g. Doise et al., 1993). However, as Flick and Foster (2008) point out, 
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early in the field of social psychology a qualitative approach to social representations was 
implemented (e.g. Herzlich, 1973). From the perspective of CDA, analyses of social 
representations are based on strong qualitative assumptions. Particularly, it is emphasised the 
absence of neutrality in discourses and their connection to power interests. (Reisigl & Wodak, 
2009) Similarly, CDA provides a deep analysis of the situated conditions in which 
representations are developed and how such conditions influence their content (Van Leeuwen, 
2008). Here there is a strong preference for linguistic (Fairclough, 2000), visual (Jewitt & 
Oyama, 2001; G. Kress & Van Leeuwen, 1996) and multimodal (G. R. Kress & Van Leeuwen, 
2001) data, not rigidly structured, and analysed through interpretative methods.  
 Thus, social representations constitute an overarching phenomenon through quantitative 
and qualitative methods. This is why I see the study of students’ representations of PP as a fertile 
field for enhancing complementary between these two approaches. 
 
4.3 Research design  
My research design was grounded on a sequential mixed methods strategy (Greene, Caracelli, & 
Graham, 1989; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). It is characterised by consecutive stages based on 
either a qualitative or quantitative approach. In this case, the sequential design comprises three 
main stages. The first is based on a concurrent embedded strategy (Creswell, 2009) in which a 
documentary analysis was treated from both approaches with an emphasis on qualitative 
discourse and content analysis. The second was a qualitative stage, and the third one a 
quantitative phase.  In Table 4.1 I present these stages with the methods of data collection used 
in each of them, as well as the data analysis approaches, the epistemological or ontological 
principles to be enacted through the stages, and the research aims to which each phase 
responds.                                                                                             .                                     
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TABLE 4.1 Research design following a mixed methods sequential explanatory strategy  
Stages Methods of data collection Data analysis: 
Tools and procedures 
Qualitative/ 
Quantitative principles 
Research aims 
1.Concurrent   Stage: 
 
 
 
Documentary analysis: 
-Legal framework for Mexico 
City’s secondary schools  
-Curriculum of Civic and 
Ethical Formation 
Quantitative content analysis 
 
-Data quantification 
-Deductive strategy 
 
To understand 
the normative 
representation of 
students’ PP in 
Mexico City’s 
secondary 
schools 
T
o
 i
d
en
ti
fy
 t
h
e 
im
p
li
ca
ti
o
n
s 
fo
r 
ci
ti
ze
n
sh
ip
 e
d
u
ca
ti
o
n
 o
f 
st
u
d
en
ts
’ 
re
p
re
se
n
ta
ti
o
n
s 
o
f 
P
P
 
Qualitative content analysis 
-Inductive strategy 
 
 
-Social phenomena as socially 
and historically constructed 
through human interaction 
 
-Interpretative analysis 
 
 
-The possibility of having an in-
depth analysis of shared and 
differentiated meanings among a 
small group of participants, and 
the situated conditions in which 
such meanings are constructed 
 
Critical Discourse Analysis 
2. Qualitative stage -3 workshops with the same 
group of 10 students in two 
schools.   
-4 semi-structured interviews 
with teachers of Civic and 
Ethical Formation in the same 
schools (2 per school) 
-2 semi-structured interviews 
with schools’ principals (1 per 
school) 
 
 
Critical Discourse Analysis 
 
 
Pattern and themes analysis 
 
 
To understand 
students’ 
representations 
of PP, and 
students’ 
participation in 
school 
 
3. Quantitative stage A survey questionnaire applied 
to a representative sample of 
secondary school students 
within two different 
delegaciones (municipalities) 
of Mexico City.  
Statistical analysis: 
-Descriptive measures and 
techniques 
-Multiple regression 
-Principal components analysis 
-Confirmatory factor analysis 
-External Validity 
 
-Replicability 
 
-Deductive strategy 
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4.4 Settings, population and samplings 
My research was carried out with students, teachers and principals from secondary schools 
located within two contrasting areas of Mexico City. The city’s territory is divided into 17 
delegaciones (municipalities). I selected two of them which are very different in terms of the 
degree of urbanisation and human development (HD)
13
. In order to maintain anonymity (see 4.7), 
I will call one of them “the urban area”, and the other “the rural area”. The former is one of the 
municipalities with the highest levels of HD in the city
14
, and is highly urbanized. The latter is 
among the municipalities with the lowest levels of HD in the city and it is considered as mostly 
rural
15
. The reason for using HD as a criterion for selection was to see whether students’ 
representations and their implications for citizenship education vary according to some socio-
economic measures of human well-being of the area in which a given school is located. Likewise, 
by comparing different degrees of urbanization, and assuming that the sense of community and 
the understanding of it can change widely in rural or urban localities, the intention was to look at 
how the differences in terms of the relationship between school and community, and community 
participation may affect the phenomenon of my interest.  
 The justification for working in two different settings not only emphasises distinctions. 
Certainly, students live, and attend to schools located, in very contrasting areas. However, their 
schools are also very similar (see 4.4.1). In Bourdieu’s terms, while students might have 
differing habitus according to their socioeconomic and geographical positioning, they share at 
least one common field (Pierre  Bourdieu, 1991; Pierre Bourdieu, 2002[1979]), the field of 
public secondary education within the Mexican education system. In this regard the comparison 
allowed me to explore whether differences and communalities in students’ representations are 
related to aspects of their localities, to their individual attributes or to certain common features of 
their secondary schools.   
4.4.1 Selection of participants: qualitative stage 
For the qualitative stage my aim was to work in one school per area. I focused on selecting two 
schools with similar characteristics. The Mexican secondary school system offers different types 
of services: general (academic), technical (vocational), tele secundaria (schools were courses are 
directed through television and other technologies, principally in distant rural communities), 
                                                 
13
 According to the human development index used by the annual human development report, carried out by the 
United Nations (Klugman, 2011). 
14
 In order to protect the anonymity of the participants in this research, I do not to provide the specific levels of HD 
of both areas.  
15
 According to the ministry of environment of Mexico City (see www.sma.df.gob.mx) 
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communitarian (created for attending marginalised rural and urban communities, as well as 
camps of migrant rural workers), and secondary school for workers, which attends workers over 
15 years old (INEE, 2012). The general secondary school is the most common service; half of all 
secondary students in the Mexican system (public and private) attend these schools
16
. Thus, after 
a period of access negotiation (see 4.4.3) I selected two public and general secondary schools. 
Hereupon, I will call them “the urban school” and “the rural school”. In spite of their different 
location, the fact that both are general secondary schools means that they follow the same 
curriculum, pedagogical orientations, legal framework and regulations, as well as standardised 
processes of learning assessment (at least once per academic year).  
 Both schools have two shifts (morning and afternoon). In the Mexican education system 
these two shifts are formally registered as different schools, even though they share the same 
facilities. The staff (teachers and administrative staff) and principals are different in both shifts, 
and all the relevant statistics and school programs are treated differently. In this sense, the two 
schools selected work in the morning shift (from 7.50am to 13.30). The student population in 
one of them was over 550 students during the time of my fieldwork, whereas in the other it 
reaches almost 800. Both schools have 5 groups in third grade. The total number of students in 
this grade was over 135 in one school, and above 200 in the other. Both had large class sizes in 
third grade. The average class size in one of them was close to 40, and just above 50 in the other 
school. There were around 45 teachers working on each school, 3 teachers of Civic and Ethical 
Formation (CEF) in the urban one, and 2 in the rural
17
. 
 Originally, I planned three workshops with a group of 10 students, 5 boys and 5 girls. 
However, because of the time consumed by the activity (one hour per workshop) I was only 
allowed to have 8 pupils in the urban school, 4 boys and 4 girls; and 7 in the rural one, 4 girls 
and 3 boys.  
 In qualitative research there are normally four sampling modalities: judgement, 
purposive, theoretical, and snowball samples (Bryman, 2004; Marshall, 1996). I followed a 
personal variation on purposive sampling. This is generally defined as the selection of suitable 
participants according to the research’s interests (Bryman, 2004; Silverman, 2001). But in my 
purposive sample I was seeking participants’ suitability in terms of some attributes for a richer 
                                                 
16
 From the 6,167,424 students in secondary education, 3,097,925 (50.2%) were enrolled in the general secondary 
school service (INEE, 2012). 
17
 According to my ethical research framework (see 4.7), in order to maintain the anonymity of participants, I 
cannot provide the specific figures in this paragraph. These are public and appear associated to the real name of the 
schools. It would particularly threat the anonymous status of teachers and principals. 
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participation in the workshops. In my view, every student was suitable according to my research 
interest, however, due to the fact that the workshops were thought to rely mostly on discursive 
interaction, I was looking for talkative and outgoing participants. Yet, how was I going to select 
outgoing and chatty participants with no previous knowledge about them? I decided then to trust 
completely on the principals’ criteria. Because both of them were very busy most of the time, 
they delegate my petition to the deputy head teacher, in the case of the urban school, and to the 
school counsellor in the rural one. I then talked to each of them about my intention of having a 
balance in terms of gender, and the desirability of counting with outgoing students.  
4.4.2 Sampling design: quantitative stage 
The qualitative fieldwork of my study was carried out during the academic year 2010-2011, but 
the quantitative phase of data collection was undertaken within the academic year 2011-2012. 
Thus, the population for this stage was defined as follows: students in third grade officially 
registered at the beginning of the academic year 2011-2012 from all the general secondary 
schools with morning shift, located in the two municipalities described in 4.4. Based on the 
information from the National System of Schools’ Information from the Mexican Secretariat of 
Public Education (SEP), the sampling frame comprises 2,984 students in 17 schools: 1,968 
pupils in 12 schools in the urban area, and 1,020 in 5 schools within the rural one (SEP, 2012).  
Sample  
In order to comply with the principle of external validity in my research, I aimed to construct a 
probabilistic and representative sample of the population. The sample was stratified and 
clustered with unequal probabilities. Following these strategies the questionnaire was 
administrated to a sample of 850 students in six different schools, four in the urban area, and two 
in the rural. The response rate was 94%, which means that I ended up working with 828 
questionnaires. A detailed explanation of the sampling process is provided in Appendix 1. 
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4.5 Data collection 
In this section I will describe the process, methods, and instruments of data collection for each 
stage of my research design. However, in the case of Stage 1, I will explain the process in 
section 4.6 (data analysis) because data collection and data analysis in quantitative and 
qualitative content analysis are closely interrelated to the point that is problematic to distinguish 
them as separated processes.  
4.5.1 Negotiating access 
In order to have access to the schools in the stages 2 and 3 of my research design, first, I chose 
an up-down strategy, looking for authorisation from the Mexican Secretariat of Education (SEP) 
through its office in Mexico City. However, the bureaucratic process and the continuous 
redirections to higher authorities let me realise that it was probably not the best way. Thus, I 
decided to go to the schools directly and to talk to the principals. This strategy was much more 
effective. I was glad to see how most of them were willing to collaborate with me and to know 
about the results of my research. 
 For the qualitative fieldwork, I first went to the urban area. I had previously selected two 
likely options. I went to the first one, but I could not talk to the principal because she was away. 
However, in the second school, the principal received me. I introduced myself as a university 
lecturer in the Autonomous Metropolitan University in Mexico City and a PhD student at the 
Institute of Education, University of London. I roughly explained to her the purpose of my 
research and the type of work I was intended to do at her school. She was very kind to me, and 
willing to help with my work. We set the dates in which I was going to undertake the workshops 
with the students and the interviews with her and the teachers of CEF. He only asked for a 
formal letter from my institution in Mexico. The principal was always very supportive, and each 
time I went to the school, we had at least a brief conversation.  
 Having guaranteed access to this school, I went to a school in the rural area with similar 
characteristics. The principal had been recently assigned to this school. We had a quick 
conversation and she agreed to help me, but sent me with the school counsellor in order to make 
the practical arrangements. With her, we set the date for the workshops with the students, and 
she asked me if it was possible to have two sessions of one hour and a half, instead of three of 
one hour, I agreed. During the whole process of the qualitative work the counsellor was very 
helpful in introduce me with the students and with the teacher of CEF and Ethical Formation. 
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 Having the experience of contacting the schools’ principals directly, I decided to follow 
the same strategy for the survey. I went prepared with letters from my university in Mexico; I 
explained to each of them the purpose of my research and my status as PhD student in London. 
We arranged the dates for the survey in each school and the timetable for the administration of 
the questionnaire to each of the groups selected.  
4.5.2 Qualitative stage: workshops with students 
In the qualitative stage of my fieldwork I was interested in enacting two epistemological 
principles: a) having an in-depth analysis of shared and differentiated meanings in students’ 
representations of PP, and the situated conditions in which such meanings are constructed; and 
b) An inductive approach, which emphasises participants’ perspectives and categories over fixed 
theoretical types. Probably an ethnographic study would have been the best way of achieving 
this goal, but because of my interest in a mixed methods approach, this option would have 
needed much more time, or to leave apart the quantitative component in my methodology. Yet, I 
was interested in developing a more interactive situation of data collection, through which 
students could be more engaged, as well as exploring different ways of having an approach to 
their representations. 
 According to Parkes (2008) there is a growing concern about how to develop creative 
methods through which children and young people can be actively engaged in research. Such a 
concern is closely related to some ethical considerations, particularly, with changing the 
conception of the child as ‘an informant’, ‘a source of data’, for the notion of a participant with 
the right to be consulted and to have a voice in all matters that concern him/her. In this regard, it 
is argued that more interactive and creative situations of data gathering offer a better opportunity 
for this voice to be heard, and conversely, to moderate adults’ leading role in the research 
process.  
 The case for more interactive research methods is also based on the idea that the 
experience of participating in the research process can also be an opportunity for children to 
reflect about their lives and to learn something new. Research on education, turns educational 
(Elliott, 2006). Following Elliott’s distinction, Hugh  Starkey, Akar, and Jerome (2013) argue for 
a “pedagogical research process” to be enacted particularly in qualitative approaches. It means 
that while qualitative methods aim to gather data, they can provide the opportunities to students 
“to develop their thinking about their role in society and formulate political perspectives and 
judgements.” (p. 1)  
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 Thus, even when there are questions about the extent to which research can provide 
authentic opportunities for reflection and learning (Parkes, 2008), I decided to undertake a series 
of workshops with students based on the following principles: 
 To develop an interactive and more creative situation for data gathering that provide 
more opportunities to recover students’ voice from different perspectives. 
 To provide different ways in which students can objectify, anchor, and develop their 
representations of PP 
 To provide opportunities to students to formulate, and reflect about, their perspectives of 
political participation inside and outside the school. 
 To encourage students to participate in my research through an interactive situation that 
can be more attractive and beneficial to them than common research techniques. 
 
I designed three workshops (one hour each) to be undertaken with a group of 8 students in the 
urban school, and 7 in the rural one. Workshop 1 was aimed to explore how students represent 
PP. Workshop 2 seek to reflect about students’ experiences (or lack of) of PP. And Workshop 3 
aimed to explore participants’ representation of student participation in the school. In Appendix 
2, I provide a detailed description of each workshop.  
4.5.3 Interviews with teachers and principals 
Having carried out three workshops with students in each school, I undertook four semi-
structured interviews with teachers of CEF, 3 in the urban school, and 1 in the rural one. Semi-
structured interviews allow that the singularity of each interviewee comes out during the 
interview, by adapting its structure to participants’ interests and categories. In this sense it is 
considered as qualitative, in so far the interview emphasises participants’ perspectives and 
categories over a priori fixed theoretical types. However, unlike unstructured interviews, they 
permit a better comparison between different interviewees, because it is based on a broad 
structure according to certain topics or questions. (Bryman, 2004; S. y. Giroux & Tremblay, 
2004; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1994; Hernández Sampieri, Fernández Collado, & Baptista 
Lucio, 2010) Following these premises, I designed an interview guide establishing topics that 
had to be treated during each interview. I chose topics rather than questions, because it helped 
me to think about my interview more as a natural conversation, instead of emphasising my role 
as interviewer, and teachers’ role as interviewee. Depending on the interview, I passed through 
each topic by asking questions that were formulated differently according to the specific 
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situation of interaction that I had with each teacher. Each interview was thought to last between 
40 and 45 minutes, but one of them took 36, and another 55.  
 The last phase within the qualitative data collection stage comprised one interview with 
the principals in each school. These two interviews were also semi-structured and recorded in 
audio. I also developed an interview guide with the main topics to be covered with each 
principal. Due to the amount of work that principals usually have, I was surprised of having two 
interviews of more than one hour each. One of the reasons for this extension was, in my opinion, 
that both were very engaged in the conversation. I felt that having the opportunity to talk about 
their job and some of the difficulties they face, was, to a certain extent, relieving and enjoyable.  
4.5.4 Surveying students’ representations of political participation 
The quantitative stage of data collection can be divided in five phases: 1) questionnaire design; 
2) pilot study; 3) final questionnaire design; 4) administration of questionnaire; and 5) dataset 
construction. The questionnaire was developed in Spanish and it is presented in its final format 
as Appendix 3
18
. A detailed description of the pilot study, questionnaire administration and data 
set construction is provided in Appendix 4. 
 
4.5.4.1 Questionnaire design 
I designed a self-administrated paper questionnaire in order to gather information about two 
main aspects: 1) students’ representations of PP; and 2) students’ representations of their 
participation in family, school, local, national, and global communities. According to these 
interests, I divided the questionnaire in five sections: A) Demographics, B) Participation in 
family, C) Representations of PP, D) Participation in communities, and E) Participation in 
school. Because it is a self-administrated questionnaire on paper, I included a front cover with 
information to students about the general content of the questionnaire, recommendations about 
careful reading and how to answer it, how to correct their answers in case they want to change 
them, a reminder that it was not an assessment, nor an evaluative questionnaire, and assurance 
about anonymity and confidentiality. Most of the information, as well as the structure of the text 
in the front cover were taken from the International Civic and Citizenship Education Study 2009, 
developed by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement 
(ICCS 2009) 
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 In the following chapters explicit references to the content of the questionnaire are translated to English. 
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 Before the pilot study, the questionnaire comprised 36 Requests for an Answer
19
 (RA) 
(Saris & Gallhofer, 2007); some of them were taken from the questionnaire used in the ICCS 
2009; one from the questionnaire used in the Encuesta Nacional de Juventud 2008 (National 
Youth Survey 2008) (ENJUVE 2008) developed by the Instituto Nacional de Juventud (National 
Institute of Youth), and the rest were my own design. One of the reasons for selecting survey 
items previously used, is that they have already been tested in regard to its clarity and 
comprehension for similar populations, multi-item composition in the case of batteries, 
measurement error, validity, reliability, and in some cases, as in the ICCS 2009, cross-cultural 
effects, and social desirability (IEA, 2010; Schulz & Sibberns, 2004). 
 The questionnaire was mostly composed by closed categorical requests (Saris & 
Gallhofer, 2007), both dichotomous, multiple and ordinal (particularly using Likert scales); but it 
also comprises open-ended requests. In section D, I attempted to replicate two activities from 
Workshop 1 (see Appendix 2): to associate three words to the words political and participation 
(RA 21 and 22), and to indicate whether a picture exemplifies or not a form of political 
participation and why. (RA 26-29) 
 After the pilot study, the total number of requests for an answer was 34. The sequence of 
the sections also changed. In order to offer a schematic presentation of the final questionnaire, 
Table 4.5 presents the sections of the questionnaire; the number of requests for an answer; the 
concepts to be measured; whether the requests are constituted by single items or items in 
batteries; response alternatives; and an indication of the original design of the request.  
 In regard to the concepts to be measured, some of them are concepts-by-intuition (e.g. 
judgements or feelings), and others are concepts-by-postulation (e.g. cultural capital, political 
efficacy or resistance) (Blalock, 1990; Saris & Gallhofer, 2007). The latter are less obvious and 
their meaning is articulated within a deductive theory; the former are less elaborated and their 
meaning is more immediate and evident. In my view this distinction is far from being mutually 
exclusive. Between both types there are different levels of intermediate categories, for instance, 
those concepts developed by the researcher within the course of the research, whose meaning is 
not as evident as concepts-by-intuition, but it is not part of a “deductive theory” yet. Such 
intermediate categories are also included in the final questionnaire. To a great extent, the use of 
these three types of concepts and the way they were operationalized responds to the mixed 
methods design of my research. Some requests were formulated under a deductive reasoning 
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 This term is more precise than questions, because requests are not only formulated in interrogative form, 
“but also as orders or instructions (imperative form), as well as assertions (declarative form) that require an 
answer.”(Saris & Gallhofer, 2007, pp. 63-64) 
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(from previous theory to the empirical indicator), and others under a more cyclical logic based 
on the qualitative findings within my own research (qualitative empirical findings------         
concept formation-------empirical indicator in the questionnaire).  The meaning of most of the 
concepts is briefly or deeply discussed in the following chapters, and some have already been 
analysed in Chapters 2 and 3. 
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Table 4.2 Schematic presentation of the final questionnaire 
SECTION RFA20 Concept measured SI21 
or 
IBT 
Items Response alternatives Originally 
designed 
by:  
A) 
Demographics 
1 Age SI 1 
Open-ended 
 
 MOD22 
2 Gender SI 1 ICCS 2009 
3 Place of residence SI 1 MOD 
4 Expected level of educational attainment SI 1 
Closed categorical (Multiple and 
mutually exclusive) 
ICCS 2009 
5 Family composition SI 1 Closed categorical (Dichotomous) 
6 
Mother’s occupation 
SI 1 
Open-ended 
7 SI 1 
8 
Father’s occupation 
SI 1 
9 SI 1 
10 
Parents’ highest level of education 
SI 1 Closed categorical (Multiple and 
mutually exclusive) 11 SI 1 
B) 
Participation in 
family 
12 Forms of conflict resolution in the family IBT 1 
Closed categorical (Multiple and 
inclusive) 
ENJUVE 
2006 
13 
Respondent’s participation in decision-making in the 
family 
IBT 8 
Closed categorical (Multiple and 
mutually exclusive) 
MOD 
 
14 
Degree of authenticity and autonomy in participation in 
the family 
IBT 7 
Closed categorical  
(Ordinal: Four-point Likert scale) 
 
15 
Degree of discursive socialisation of community 
problems in the family  
IBT 2 
C) 
Participation in 
school 
16 
Student participation in school governance, curriculum 
and pedagogy 
IBT 7 ICCS 2009 
17 
Degree of authenticity and autonomy in participation in 
the school 
IBT 7 MOD 
18 
Student participation in decision-making vs. other school 
actors 
IBT 5 Open-ended MOD 
                                                 
20
 Request for an answer 
21
 SI= Single item. IBT= Items in battery 
22
 My own design. 
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19 
Student participation in knowledge construction in 
classroom 
IBT 7 
Closed categorical  
(Ordinal: Four-point Likert scale) 
ICCS 2009 
D) 
Students´ 
representations of 
PP 
20 Words related to the word POLITICAL SI 1 
Open-ended 
 
MOD 
 
21 Words related to the word PARTICIPATION SI 1 
22 Students’ open definition of PP SI 1 
23 The ends of PP IBT 11 
Closed categorical  
(Ordinal: Four-point Likert scale) 
24 Participants’ eligibility conditions for PP IBT 6 Closed categorical (Dichotomous) 
25 
PP: Public vs. private and government related vs. 
unrelated to government 
IBT 8 
Closed categorical  
(Ordinal: Four-point Likert scale) 
26 
Students’ representations of PP under their own 
categories. 
IBT 8 
Closed categorical (Multiple and 
mutually exclusive) 
27 SI 1 Open-ended 
28 IBT 8 
Closed categorical (Multiple and 
mutually exclusive) 
29 SI 1 Open-ended 
30 Necessary resources for PP IBT 6 Closed categorical (Dichotomous) 
31 
Acknowledgement of the discrepancy between idealistic 
and realistic PP 
IBT 8 
Closed categorical  
(Ordinal: Four-point Likert scale) 
E) 
Participation in 
communities 
32 
Students’ community participation through organisations 
and groups 
IBT 8 
Closed categorical (Multiple and 
mutually exclusive) 
ICCS 2009 33 Students’ involvement in different forms of protest  IBT 11 
34 
Students’ involvement in altruistic forms of participation 
 
IBT 5 
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4.6 Data analysis   
According to my research design, my data analysis procedure included qualitative and quantitative 
work. From both approaches the data was disaggregated by fundamental demographic variables like 
gender or age. However in regard to students’ representations of political participation in general 
and within the school, I did not identify significant differences among students explained by these 
variables. For this, in Chapters 5 to 7 patterns by gender or age are not presented in the analysis. The 
short range among the participants explains the lack of significant variation by age, due to the fact 
that all of them belong to third grade, and the vast majority was located under the expected age (14-
15). In regard to gender, I only find significant differences between boys and girls in my analysis of 
students’ participation in their families, which is presented in Chapter 8. In this chapter it is also 
shown and confirmed how differences by gender related to participation in the school and broader 
communities are not statistically significant. In the qualitative analysis, this lack of significant 
variations by gender might be related to the way in which boys and girls participated in the 
workshops. Most of the students’ perspectives used in my analysis were constructed through that 
specific genre or way of interaction. In the workshops it was not perceptible the formation of small 
subgroups by gender. On the contrary, many times boys and girls constructed their opinions in 
dialogue and collaboration.  
  
 The data analysis in Stage 1 of my research design combined elements from quantitative and 
qualitative content analysis. Two main features from the former were employed for analysing the 
documents from the legal framework of secondary education in Mexico City, and the curriculum of 
CEF: a) the use of theoretical categories previously defined as fixed classifiers of the documents’ 
content; and b) quantification of the frequency of some words or combinations of words used in the 
documents (Bryman, 2004; De la Garza, 1988; Hernández Sampieri, Fernández Collado, & Baptista 
Lucio, 2006). From qualitative content analysis I included a) an inductive analysis of meaning 
construction within the document, b) an inductive analysis of concept formation, and c) an 
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exploration of the social and political conditions in which the document was created and possible 
authors’ interests (De la Garza, 1988). 
4.6.1 General procedure, tools and resources for qualitative analysis 
My qualitative content analysis does not only include the two features presented above, which some 
authors explicitly relate to this technique. In general, all the qualitative analysis in my research, 
from the documentary analysis, to workshops and interviews, integrates tools, resources and 
procedures from a) pattern and theme analysis (Patton, 2002), b) ethnographic analysis 
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 1994; Rockwell, 1987, 2009)  , c) grounded theory (Corbin & Strauss, 
2007; B. G. Glaser & Strauss, 1967), d) critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003, 2009; Van 
Leeuwen, 2008; Wodak & Meyer, 2009), and the socio-psychological approach to social 
representations (See 4.2).  
 As I pointed out in the introduction of this chapter, an over systematisation of qualitative 
analysis, and the attempts to developed fixed procedures, contradict some of the ontological and 
epistemological principles from the qualitative approach. In my view, these approaches and methods 
of qualitative analysis have little of methodical, in terms of dogmatic procedures that establish steps 
to be rigorously followed. Rather, their main value is to offer different analytical tools and resources 
to be creatively used by each researcher according to the uniqueness of his/her case.  
 Even when my research design was presented as a linear sequence, the analysis of data 
followed a spiracle movement. It means that some findings from Stage 1 oriented the analysis in 
Stage 2, but some new findings from this stage that seemed relevant for exploration in Stage 1, 
oriented a new analysis in this phase, and so on. The same strategy was used within each stage. For 
instance, in Stage 2 I first analysed the data from the workshops with students. Some findings 
oriented the analysis of teachers’ interviews, and then I went back to the data from the workshops to 
explore certain findings from these interviews. This strategy was aimed to realise a process of 
concept formation (Corbin & Strauss, 2007) by codifying the empirical data under three main types 
of categories:  
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 Social categories (Bertely Busquets, 2000; Rockwell, 1987) are constituted  by participants’ 
own words or conceptual labels. They are social representations appropriated by the 
participants, operationalized (Fairclough, 2009) through their linguistic and non-linguistic 
practices, and communicated (intentionally or not) to the researcher within a particular genre 
(way of interaction) (Fairclough, 2003, 2009). The code assigned to these categories 
maintains participants’ own words. This is what Corbin and Strauss (2007) call In-Vivo 
coding.  
 Theoretical categories are the ones that come from other authors, previous research or 
theories, and are used directly to codify some extracts from the texts
23
, which under the 
interpreter’s judgement illustrate them.  
 Interpreter’s categories. According to Bertely Busquets (2000) these arise from a fusion 
between the interpreter’s own horizon of signification, subjectively constituted by his/her 
expirience and theoretical formation, and the participants’. In my case, I would add that the 
own process of analysis within the research was particularly relevant within my horizon of 
signification. In other words, within the course of data analysis, the interpreter’s horizon of 
signification becomes recursive. 
 
This process of concept formation occurs within the micro and mezzo levels of the text in a 
meticulously way. However, it is imbricated with a broader analytical process, which consists in 
identifying what Van Dijk (2009) calls “semantic macrostructures, that is […] global meanings, 
topics of themes” (p. 68) This is very similar to pattern and themes analysis (Patton, 2002), because 
such global meanings arise from the identification of recurrent categories, concepts, images, or ideas, 
or from the emphasis that certain categories or topics have in the text. Sometimes such recurrence is 
not explicit in the text, but takes the form of abstract principles (Van Dijk, 2009). In this sense, the 
semantic macrostructures can also be seen as the organising principles of social representations 
(4.2.1). These are related to the macro level of the text, or arise out of the analysis of different texts. 
In my analysis the semantic macrostructures were constructed by two general procedures: a) notes 
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 In Appendix… it is explained how I understand texts beyond written texts, based on the work of Lemke 
(1995); Wodak and Meyer (2009) and Fairclough (2003, 2009) 
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and memos on my general impressions on the texts as a whole, and b) by relating different 
categories and concepts from the micro or mezzo level, by using axial coding (Corbin & Strauss, 
2007), conceptual maps and models. Thus, in my analysis the process of concept formation and the 
identification of semantic macrostructures are interrelated. On the one hand, the outcome from the 
process of concept formation was necessary for the construction of global meanings. On the other 
hand, such semantic macrostructures uncovered new meanings in the micro or mezzo categories, 
and oriented the process of concept formation in regard to its significance and relevance. 
 Through this general process of qualitative analysis I employed different tools and resources. 
These were useful for the development of concepts formation and semantic macrostructures, but 
also for a better understanding about the nature of my texts and data. In Table 4.6, I show these 
analytical instruments related to the approaches to qualitative analysis mentioned above.    
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Table 4.3 Tools and conceptual resources for my qualitative data analysis 
Approaches to qualitative analysis Tools and conceptual resources for data analysis 
 
Ethnographic analysis  Social categories 
 Interpreter’s categories 
 Theoretical categories 
 Context and conditions of interaction in data 
construction 
Grounded theory  Concept formation 
 Coding, In-Vivo coding, Axial coding 
Critical Discourse Analysis  Texts 
 Genre, generic structure, genre chains 
 Recontextualization 
 Interdiscursivity and intertextuality 
 Operationalization and materialization of 
discourses  
 Potential meaning 
 Semantic macrostructures 
 Word order 
 Lexical style 
 Syntactic structures 
 Stress and intonation 
 Grammatical metaphors (e.g. nominalization) 
 Van Leeuwen’s model of representation of social 
prcatices 
The socio-psychological approach to social 
representations 
 Objectifying 
 Anchoring 
 Organising principles 
  
 
4.6.2. Quantitative analysis 
In contrast to qualitative research, quantitative analysis offers a series of methodical and fixed 
arithmetical and statistical operations. However, it is also a fertile terrain for personal creativity, 
particularly in regard to meaning construction around the quantitative data. In my research, this 
process implied a careful reflection on how quantitative findings were going to be used, and their 
meaningfulness within my overall analysis. Nevertheless, this was not only an a priori reflection, 
but it was articulated through the employment of different statistical techniques shown in Box 4.2. 
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During the following Chapters I present a more detailed explanation of these statistical procedures. 
Likewise, some of them are developed further in Appendix… 
Box 4.2 Quantitative procedures and statistical techniques in my data analysis 
 Variable’s modification 
 Creation of new variables 
 Coding of open-ended questions 
 Recoding and rescaling 
 Descriptive statistics 
 Summative index construction 
 Composite index construction 
 Crosstabs analysis 
 Mean comparison 
 Hypothesis testing 
 Principal components analysis 
 Confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis 
 Multiple regression 
 
4.7 Ethical considerations 
One of the main advances in the methodologies of social sciences is an emphasis on reflexivity (see 
4.1). This is related not only with epistemological approaches, but also with the ethical implications 
of research in social sciences, particularly when it involves working with other human beings, as in 
my case. In the following, I address potential problematic ethical dimensions, and the actions I 
undertook to assure participants’ rights, security, integrity, anonymity, and confidentiality. As a 
PhD student, the careful consideration of the ethical aspects of my research was a requirement from 
the Institute of Education before the beginning of my fieldwork. After being reviewed by a 
specialised board on research ethics, my project was awarded ethical clearance. 
4.7.1 Voluntary Informed Consent and Right to Withdraw: 
 The four teachers and the two principals interviewed were given consent forms to be signed 
before the interviews. Likewise, the students that participated in the workshops received two 
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different consent forms, one for themselves, and one for their parents/tutors. Through these they 
were informed about the activity to be undertaken. The forms also stated that their participation was 
going to be anonymous, and all publications were going to follow a rigorous procedure for avoiding 
the identification of participants and schools. They were also informed about the confidential 
character of their involvement and potential risks to it beyond my control, and their right to leave 
the interview or the workshop at any time and for any reason, without explanation. I repeat this 
information at the beginning of each interview and each workshop. Such a procedure was 
previously agreed with the principals in the schools where my qualitative data was collected. I also 
gave them detailed information about the activities that I intended to carry out in their school. 
 In the case of the survey, participants were informed at the beginning of the questionnaire 
administration about the nature of the research, their right to withdraw from the study at any stage 
and without explanation, and the guarantee of anonymity (personal identities and schools). I also 
emphasised that it was not an evaluation or assessment, that there were not correct or incorrect 
answers, because we only wanted to know their views. This information was also in the front page 
of the questionnaire. 
4.7.2 Risk to participants 
Although the work with participants had a very low risk of physical or psychological harm, due to 
the topic of the study (political participation), discussions in workshops sessions could have 
presented the risk of oral aggressions or offences between participants.  In order to avoid this risk, at 
the beginning of each session I said to the students that it was very important to discuss our views 
freely and openly, but we cannot tolerate any form of aggression or offenses between us. I told them 
that if this was the case, I was obliged to finish and postpone the session. Fortunately, this was far 
from happening during the workshops. Indeed, they took place within a very respectful environment.  
            Another risk to consider was the impossibility of guaranteeing complete confidentiality, due 
to the fact that the rest of the students in the workshops will know their individual opinions. 
Students were informed about this risk. 
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4.7.3 Benefit to participants 
None of the participants received any monetary incentive or reward for their participation. 
Nonetheless, I believe that the workshops, and even the survey questionnaire, offered to students the 
possibility of reflecting about political participation in society and their school, to have an insight on 
certain problems within it related to opportunities and restrictions for their right of participation, and 
to think about the meaning and challenges of citizenship education.  
 In the case of the interviews with teachers and principals, a part of the opportunity to reflect 
on these issues, I felt that they enjoyed the interviews. Particularly in the case of the principals, I 
perceived a need of this kind of conversations. I was impressed about how the principals get 
emotionally and intellectually engaged in the conversation. I felt that they were eager for talking to 
someone about some of the problems they faced in their schools. 
4.7.4 Anonymity 
Anonymity of schools, students, teachers and principals has been formally guaranteed. I have been 
cautious of changing real names through the thesis, and I will be in further publications. I have also 
been rigorous in omitting information that facilitates the identification of the schools.  
 
4.8 Conclusions 
In this chapter I have described and justified my methodology. It is a mixed approach that combines 
elements usually associated to quantitative and qualitative studies through all the phases of the 
research process.  
 Through this methodology, the aim was to make the most of mixed methods according to the 
purposes pointed out by Greene et al. (1989), and summarised by Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) 
as follows: 
(a) Triangulation (i.e., seeking convergence and corroboration of results from different methods studying the 
same phenomenon),  
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(b) Complementarity (i.e., seeking elaboration enhancement, illustration, clarification of the results from one 
method with results from the other method),  
(c) Development (i.e., using the results from one method to help inform the other method),  
(d) Initiation (i.e., discovering paradoxes and contradictions that lead to a reframing of the research question), 
and  
(e) Expansion (i.e., seeking to expand the breadth and range of inquiry by using different methods for 
different inquiry components). (pp. 115-116)
24
 
My research design and methods of data collection and analysis were intentionally thought to 
promote these five processes, which can be identified in the subsequent chapters. Triangulation and 
complementarity are particularly perceived in Chapters 5 and 7. Development was a key process for 
the design of the questionnaire (see 4.5.4.1 and Appendix 4). Initiation was also an important 
element in the permanent construction of my object of study. The paradoxes and contradictions, but 
also the correspondences between the qualitative and quantitative data analysis were essential in 
reframing my research questions and purposes. Lastly, this mixed methodology expanded my range 
of inquiry to aspects that I have previously clarified, and offered the possibility of developing 
different inquiries with a dominant qualitative or quantitative approach. Accordingly, Chapter 6 has 
an emphasis on qualitative analysis, while Chapter 8 is mostly based on a quantitative approach. In 
short, this methodology gave me the possibility of exploring my research problem from different 
angles, to look at my data in different ways, to achieve stronger findings in terms of their support 
and argumentation, and to produce a form of knowledge based on complementary epistemological 
attributes. 
 
 
 
 
 STUDENTS’ REPRESENTATIONS OF POLITICAL PARTICIPA
                                                 
24
 My own format. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Students’ representations of political participation 
 
Introduction 
This chapter explores what political participation means to a population of secondary school 
students in two contrasting areas of Mexico City (see 4.4).  I will do so through the analysis of 
their representations of political participation (PP). The chapter is divided in two main sections. 
Firstly, I will show the fragmentation of students’ representations of PP and how variability 
prevails over stability and consensus. This diversity of meanings is structured through different 
combinations between components that seem necessary for the representation of any social 
practice (Van Leeuwen, 2008).  Through this structure, the potential meaning of PP varies, but is 
also contained.  
 Having acknowledged such variability and fragmentation, in the second part of the 
chapter, I develop four organising principles (see 4.2.1) of students’ representations of political 
participation: 1) The idealistic representation of PP, 2) The realistic characterisation of PP, 3) 
The presence of government, and 4) The public character of political participation. In spite of 
their explicit differences, within a wide majority of students I recognise two distinctive 
representations of PP: the idealistic (how political participation should be) and the realistic (how 
it actually occurs). Pupils interchange both, depending on the genre or sub-genre within which a 
specific representation is constructed. Similarly, an extensive majority represents PP by 
referencing the government, both as the main actor, interlocutor or target. Finally, students 
reclaim a public character for the practices represented as PP.  
 The chapter concludes by pointing out two implications for CE of these four organising 
principles. Firstly, the convergence of the idealistic and realistic representations of PP shows 
different degrees of discrepancy between how students perceive that political participation takes 
place and their normative horizon: how it should be. While this is an expected gap, I will suggest 
that it also reflects the effectiveness of CE to be aligned with a politically correct discourse that 
students recognised and use in certain situations, and its serious limitations for transforming 
practices. This implication is addressed in different ways through the following chapters. 
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Secondly, the presence of government and the public character of PP as organising principles of 
students’ representations reveal a limited and future oriented notion of PP, from which students 
are likely to be excluded or diminished in terms of the quality of their participation. To transit 
towards a more inclusive understanding of PP is a challenge to CE. 
 
 5.1 Fragmentation and variability in students’ representations of political 
participation.  
 
The notion of political participation has multiple meanings for students. It has to do with the 
fragmented character of all representations (see 4.2.1). A first way of understanding this 
fragmentation is to look at the results of the initial activity carried out with students in Workshop 
One. Following a classic training activity known as “brainstorm”, I asked pupils which words do 
they associate with the words political and participation. I wrote their answers in the blackboard 
as shown in Table 5.1 
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Table 5.1 Words associated to political (and) participation in a brainstorming activity 
with students 
 POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 
 
URBAN 
SCHOOL 
LAWS                  CORRUPTION                                          
          DEBATE 
                                              MONEY 
  ADMINISTRATION                                                          
            PEOPLE IN GOVERNMENT 
POWER                                        VOTE 
                            
TO CONTRIBUTE TO SOMETHING 
                                                                 
COLLABORATION         ACTIVITIES 
HELPING EACH OTHER                 
                                              RESPECT 
                          TEAM WORK                                               
TO GIVE IDEAS 
                                      LIVING TOGETHER  
RURAL 
SCHOOL 
 
QUARREL/ROW                 DIALOGUE                       
                                                        DEBATE  
         POWER                      FRAUD  
                           MONEY 
       EXTORTION                      LAWS 
                           CORRUPTION   
DRUG TRAFFICKING   
 
                                           
 
TAKING ACTION                         
                    A WAY OF FREE EXPRESSION 
 
            OPINION                    PRACTICING  
                                                                        
WORKING                   HELPING 
                   ARGUEING               DIALOGUE 
                                                                          
 TO COLABORATE 
 
 
In order to understand the meaning of the association of these words, it is necessary to consider 
that words, language, and any other mode of representation (see. Kress, 2011), cannot be 
analysed in terms of “what is there”, or “what do they really represent”, but in a way which 
considers that their meaning is potential (Fairclough, 2003; Jewitt & Oyama, 2001; G. Kress & 
Van Leeuwen, 1996) and not given. That potentiality means that a word can signify different 
things but not everything. For instance, the word power may be used for naming a capacity of 
acting over the will of others, might be also understood as a productive force enabling collective 
action, it is related to the notion of politics and to the idea of democracy, and by this it is linked 
to representational democratic systems. However, even related, power is not a synonym of a 
democratic system based on representation; there are many features of the latter that cannot be 
described under the idea of power, because the diversity of its semantic field is not unrestricted. 
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 In order to deal with the potential meaning of the words in Table 5.1, I classified them 
according to their linguistic properties (e.g. lexical categories) and broad aspects of social life 
that they might represent. The words in the column POLITICAL were assembled in three groups. 
The first one includes the words dialogue, debate, quarrel/row, corruption, fraud, extortion, drug 
trafficking, vote and administration. Power, money and laws make up the second group; and the 
third one comprises only one element: people in government.  
 Within group one, all the words are nouns, but they refer to processes or actions rather 
than naming ‘things’ or subjects like humans or animals. They are verbal nouns; nouns derived 
from a verb or with a clear correspondence to it (Fairclough, 2003). The words in green 
(dialogue, debate and quarrel/row) represent different forms of social interaction through the use 
of language, particularly in its oral form. They can be named as discursive practices (Jager & 
Maier, 2009) with different degrees of intensity and confrontational character, from dialogue to 
quarrel/row. In contrast, the words in blue relate the political to actions in which speech and 
communication through oral language may be necessary or not. Particularly, political is 
identified with illegal and/or immoral acts.  A third type would be the word administration, 
which represents a process that might include discursive and non-discursive practices. Finally, 
the word vote represents neither a discursive practice, nor an immoral or illegal act, but a way of 
decision making, closely associated to the idea of democracy.  
 The second group (power, money and laws) also comprises nouns, but not verbal nouns. 
Simultaneously, they might represent resources for political actions or political ends. On the one 
hand, money can be needed to some of the actions depicted in the first group, like corruption. 
Power, in turn, seems a necessary resource/capacity for being successful in drug trafficking, 
whereas people’s rights, materialised in the law, can be exercised in order to be able to vote. On 
the other hand, a person might be interested in corrupting a given instance in order to ‘gain’ 
more power or money, and the end of a political debate might be the formulation of a new law. 
In terms of resources, I distinguish between power, money, and laws. The first two are resources 
that capitalist societies allow to be unequally distributed, whereas the rights and duties 
materialised in the laws, aim to be equally distributed among its members, or to have an unequal 
distribution based on rational criteria.  
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 Finally, the third group refers to a subject: people in government. The subject that carries 
out the political practices in group one, or the one with the resources represented in group two.  
 Thus, through this classification, students’ representations of the political appear 
fragmented across four categories: (political) actions, (political) resources, (political) ends, and 
(political) actors.  
 
5.1.1 Political participation: participants, actions, resources, ends, spaces/locations, 
and additions 
In contrast with the word POLITICAL, students’ representations of the idea of 
PARTICIPATION appear less fragmented. All the single words in the right column in Table 5.1 
are verbs or verbal nouns. Similarly, the short sentences represent actions. There are no actors, 
no nouns to be pondered as resources, and only the idea of living together could probably be 
contemplated as an end of participation. It might explain why, when I asked students to construct 
their own definition of political participation using the words that had been associated to 
POLITICAL and PARTICIPATION, there was an emphasis on the actions. This accent produces 
a sensation of incompleteness, because of the lack of other elements that are necessary for a 
richer representation of social practices (Van Leeuwen, 2008).  
 Among the components pointed out in Van Leeuwen’s model of representation of social 
practices (see 4.2.3), I found particularly relevant for the case of political participation that any 
action needs actors or participants, and these require certain capacities and resources 
(Conditions of eligibility in Van Leeuwen’s model); any action is situated (Spaces/Locations), 
and any action can be linked to one or multiple ends.  These components can also being related 
to the three elements that I have highlighted in regard to the configurations of practices of 
political participation (see 2.2 and 3.1): targets or domains of participation, agencies, and 
repertoires. Agencies comprise Participants and their Resources; Repertoires refers to the 
multiple characteristics of the Actions, and Targets or Domains of Participation include Ends and 
Spaces/Locations. This is why I assumed that a student’s representation of political participation 
becomes more transparent and complete, to the extent to which it includes participants, actions, 
ends, resources and spaces/locations.  But this completeness is really difficult to find when a 
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representation is operationalized through any mode, and especially through a definition. Rather, 
what we see in students’ definitions are different combinations of these components, within 
which some of them are included, and others not.  The following two definitions exemplify this 
fragmentation: 
a) Pedro: To collaborate to law enforcement and realisation 
 
b) Martha: It is a way of acting, by expressing, in a free way, the ideas that one           
    has about politics… 
    Ana: (complementing) …through dialogue, using the law… 
    Martha: …with power 
 
Pedro’s definition presents PP as a general activity without a subject. It does not include what is 
needed to “collaborate”, what would allow a person to take part in that activity (resources). We 
can also interpreting it as an end of political participation; for instance, political participation is 
an activity whose end is to collaborate to law enforcement and realisation. In contrast, Martha 
and Ana’s joint definition incorporates a participant (one), two resources (the law, and power), 
but there is not an end for these actions (acting and expressing).  
 Students’ definitions of PP, then, can be structured according to the categories of 
participants, actions, ends, resources, spaces and additions (see 4.2.3). I understand these 
categories as components of students’ definitions of PP. As such, they were used for the analysis 
of students’ responses to Question 22 25  in the survey questionnaire: ‘What is political 
participation for you?’ In Appendix 5, it is specified the criteria that I followed to identify 
elements in students’ definitions that could be classified into these components. 
                                                 
25
 Hereupon, I will use Question for referencing the Requests for an answer in the questionnaire. 
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TABLE 5.2 Components of Students’ Definitions of Political Participation 
# COMPONENTS AND COMBINATIONS f. Valid Per cent Cum. Per cent  
1 Participants + Actions 129 18.5 18.5 
2 Actions 94 13.5 32.0 
3 Participants + Actions + Ends 92 13.2 45.2 
4 Actions + Ends 67 9.6 54.8 
5 Participants 61 8.8 63.6 
6 Additions 40 5.7 69.3 
7 Ends 33 4.7 74.0 
8 Participants + Actions + Spaces 25 3.6 77.6 
9 Participants + Actions + Ends + Spaces 23 3.3 80.9 
10 Participants + Ends 19 2.7 83.6 
11 Actions + Ends + Spaces 16 2.3 85.9 
12 Actions + Spaces 13 1.9 87.8 
13 Spaces 9 1.3 89.1 
14 Participants + Spaces 9 1.3 90.4 
15 Actions + Additions 9 1.3 91.7 
16 Participants + Actions + Resources 6 .9 92.5 
17 Participants + Ends + Spaces 5 .7 93.3 
18 Ends + Additions 5 .7 94.0 
19 Ends + Spaces 4 .6 94.5 
20 Resources 3 .4 95.0 
21 Participants + Resources 3 .4 95.4 
23 Actions + Resources 3 .4 95.8 
24 Participants + Actions + Ends + Resources 3 .4 96.3 
25 Participants + Additions 3 .4 96.7 
26 Participants + Actions + Additions 3 .4 97.1 
27 Actions + Ends + Additions 3 .4 97.6 
28 Participants + Resources + Spaces 2 .3 97.8 
29 Actions + Resources  2 .3 98.1 
30 Actions + Spaces + Additions 2 .3 98.4 
31 Participants + Ends + Spaces + Additions 2 .3 98.7 
32 Ends + Resources 1 .1 98.9 
34 Participants + Ends + Resources 1 .1 99.0 
35 Actions + Ends + Resources 1 .1 99.1 
36 Participants + Actions + Resources + Spaces 1 .1 99.3 
37 Participants + Actions + Ends + Resources + Spaces 1 .1 99.4 
38 Participants + Ends + Additions 1 .1 99.6 
39 Participants + Actions + Ends + Additions 1 .1 99.7 
40 Participants + Actions + Ends + Resources + Additions 1 .1 99.9 
41 Participants + Actions + Resources + Additions 1 .1 100.0 
 Total 697 100.0  
 Missing responses  131   
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 The majority of pupils’ definitions include two or more components. Table 5.2 shows the 
distribution of these combinations across students’ responses. There are 41 arrangements, but six 
of them (2, 5, 6, 7, 13 and 20 [34.4%]) only present one component. 63.6% of students’ valid 
responses were constructed with the first five combinations, 4.5% of pupils’ definitions use more 
than three components, and only two definitions included five of them. In other words, what 
prevails is fragmentation instead of completeness. These results reveal the variability of the 
content of students’ representations across six components. I see them as the structure through 
which the meaning of political participation varies, but is also contained.  
 Fragmentation in students’ definitions of PP increases when variability within each of 
these structural components is analysed. In order to deal with it, I constructed different 
categories according to some patterns and common themes (Patton, 2002), and following a 
process of concept formation (Corbin & Strauss, 2007), using mostly social and my own 
categories (Bertely Busquets, 2000) (see 4.6.1). For instance, some students defined political 
participation as an activity whose end was electing the president, the government, 
representatives, ‘our authorities’, etc. All of these responses were classified within the category 
Influencing government composition within the component Ends. I followed the criterion that a 
category must have appeared at least in two definitions so as to be considered as such, otherwise 
the element was classified in the category Other. Figure 5.1 presents graphically the result of this 
analysis. 
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FIGURE 5.1 Structure and explicit content of students’ representations of political participation. Data and Model 
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The aim of Figure 5.1 is twofold. On the one hand, it compares the fragmented character of 
students’ representations based on the data, with an ideal model of a complete representation. 
Thus, the figure shows, for instance, that almost 60% of students’ definitions included the 
component Actions, whereas only 3.4% mentioned some kind of resource. The differences 
regarding the frequencies of occurrence of the six structural components, and the proportions 
between them, correspond to the length of the bold lines over the central rectangle, to which 
each box is attached, as well as to a colour scale from black to soft grey, being the former the 
component with the highest frequency. It illustrates the fragmentation or incompleteness of 
students’ representations, whereas a complete characterisation would have the form of the 
balanced hexagon at the centre of the figure: the ideal model. On the other hand, it displays the 
frequency of the categories within each of the six structural components as a tag cloud. The most 
frequent has the biggest letter font size within each box, but their magnitude is not comparable 
across the structural components. For instance, students constructed 75 definitions where the 
subject was Us, and 102 which referred The country as the space related to political participation. 
Both categories have the same font size in their own boxes, which means that the differences in 
the letter size are valid only within each component.  
 Finally, I see the space within the central rectangle in Figure 1 as the area where the 
potential meaning of political participation varies and is also contained. The representation of 
such variability could be achieved by drawing different vectors connecting the six structural 
categories according to the 41 combinations presented in Table 5.2. The biggest categories in the 
boxes are more likely to appear as the content of such multiple combinations. But, because of 
the diversity of both (combinations and categories), there is not a clear dominant path. For 
example, according to Table 5.2, combination # 3, there are 92 students who constructed their 
definitions by using only three components: Participants + Actions + Ends. Within these 
components’ boxes in Figure 5.1, the categories with the highest frequency are Us (f=75), 
Giving opinions (f=117), and Influencing government composition (f=68). Nonetheless, among 
those 92 students, there is not a single definition that includes these three categories. The most 
frequent combination of categories within this path was Us + Voting + Influencing government 
composition. It seems more logical, and uses the category Voting (f= 115), which is almost as 
frequent as Giving opinions within the component Actions. However, this combination occurred 
only in twelve definitions, 13% of the total (92). There were 24 students who also combined 
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Voting with Influencing government composition, but used other subjects: I (f=8), People (f=7), 
All (f=3), Society (f=2), Citizens (f=1), Community (f=1), Each individual (f=1), The people 
(f=1). But even with different subjects, which already entails a change in the meaning, the 
combination of Participants X + Voting + Influencing government composition reaches 36 
definitions, 39.1% of the total. Therefore, while looking at Figure 5.1, one must be careful in 
reducing the meaning of political participation to the combinations between the biggest 
categories in the boxes. A more careful analysis reveals the multiple combinations and, therefore, 
an overwhelming variability in the explicit content of students’ definitions of PP.  
 To summarize, Figure 5.1 in relation to the information in Table 5.2, shows 1) the 
potential character of the meaning of political participation among students, 2) the impossibility 
of reducing it to a single explicit definition, and 3) the dominance of variability over stability. 
However, the previous analysis sustains the idea that potential meaning does not mean an 
infinite flexibility. The meaning of PP in students’ definitions varies across 41 assemblages of 
what I called structural components, and through different combinations between the categories 
within each of them. Yet, these are finite combinations that can be carefully traced as shown in 
the previous example.  
 
 
5.2 Four organising principles in students’ representations of political 
participation 
Having shown the explicit diversity in students’ representations of political participation, is it 
possible to identify any organising principles? Are there implicit ideas that can be recognised 
beyond this overwhelming variability of explicit content? In Chapter 4, I introduced the notion 
of organising principle as an alternative for dealing with the problem of convergence between 
diversity and communality in social representations (see 4.2.1).  In this section I present four 
organising principles in students’ representations of PP: 1) The idealistic PP; 2) The realistic 
characterisation of it; 3) The presence of government, and 4) The public character that students 
reclaim for political participation.  
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5.2.1 Idealistic and realistic representations of political participation  
 In the first workshop with students, I asked them to construct a definition of political 
participation by using the words they had previously associated to POLITICAL and 
PARTICIPATION (Table 5.1). I realised that some of them had a more positive character than 
others, as in the following cases: 
 
POSITIVE 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE 
 
Idealistic 
 
 
Realistic 
Pedro: To collaborate to law enforcement and realisation 
 
Adrian: to help each other, because sometimes, because we are 
young, we are not included. People with money are taken into 
account, or older people, and that is wrong, because, supposedly, in 
political participation everyone… 
Ana: (Interrupting) participates 
 
Karina: helping drug trafficking (laughing, and all the students 
laughed as well) 
   
 
Pedro’s and Karina’s definitions as can be seen as Ends or Actions of political participation. But 
whereas the former is based on the idea of legality, the latter describes PP as an illegal process. 
Here, I understand the legal End of PP as positive and the illegal one as negative.  
 Adrian and Ana’s joint definition, conversely, has to do with the participants in political 
participation and their resources. At the beginning, Adrian seems to describe PP as a Positive 
action (to help each other), but then he continues with an opinion about PP (Additions). Through 
it, he let us know that political participation is not an inclusive practice; it is only for certain 
participants (Old people), or for those with specific resources (People with money). Then, he 
makes a judgement (Addition): “that is wrong”. Finally, Adrian and Ana finish with an inclusive 
view of political participation, which appears as an ideal or normative statement, reinforced by 
the adverb “supposedly” before it. It seems more as a prescription or ideal, than their 
representation of how it is.  
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 Adrian’s judgement (“that is wrong”) clearly suggests that exclusionary actors or 
participants, as well as resources that are unequally distributed convey a negative character on 
political participation. Consequently, an inclusive view of political participation as a practice 
open to all, in which the resources needed to participate are equally distributed among the 
members of society, would entail a positive connotation.  This example suggests the presence of 
two generative ways of representing PP: the idealistic and the realistic one. The former is 
focused on characterising how political participation should be, and tends to be described 
through features that appear as positive. The latter is oriented mainly to representing how 
political participation is, and tends to be associated to negative characteristics. 
 Based on the analysis of the definitions constructed in Workshop 1 (see Appendix 2), as 
well as those developed by students in the survey questionnaire, I found that the positive or 
negative character of each definition commonly rested on one of the six structural components 
previously described. In terms of the participants in PP, the positive connotation is given 
according to its inclusive character (All, People, Us, Citizens, Society, etc.), whereas subjects 
like “Important people”, “Adults”, or “Informed people”, represent different degrees of 
exclusion. The more exclusionary they become, the negative connotation increases.  
 Regarding the component Actions, the negative character appears when PP is represented 
as Illegal or immoral acts (e.g. corruption, fraud, extortion), violent practices, or as manipulation 
or simulation. The positive character of an End of PP is given by the idea of common good or 
the pursuing of ‘positive values, dispositions or believes’ (justice, freedom, democracy, etc.). In 
contrast, self-interest, or the pursuing of power entails a more negative connotation. In terms of 
Resources, those that society allows to be differentially distributed convey a negative character 
(e.g. Power, Money). Regarding the component Additions, the majority have a negative 
character (deception, mistrust, repulsion, etc.); however, two of them represent students with a 
positive view of PP, those who think that it is a Duty or it is Important. Finally, the component 
Spaces seems to be constituted by rather neutral categories, in my interpretation there are no 
definitions that present a negative or positive character by referencing a particular space.  
 Following these criteria, I classified the words associated to POLITICAL (Question 20) 
and PARTICIPATION (Question 21) in the survey questionnaire as positive or negative, as well 
as students’ definitions of political participation (Question 22). 54.5% of the words associated to 
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POLITICAL presented a negative connotation, whereas only 6.5% of those associated to 
PARTICIPATION had that character. For instance, the word associated to POLITICAL with the 
highest frequency was Corruption (f=139), while the most frequent word linked to 
PARTICIPATION was Helping (f= 160). The dominant positive view about PARTICIPATION 
seems to prevail in pupils’ definitions of PP, because only 9.8% of them convey a negative 
reference.  
 In order to see whether students recognise the differences between what I call the 
idealistic and realistic representations of political participation, I constructed a summative index 
from students’ responses to Question 31 in the questionnaire, which comprises eight statements. 
Each of them compares the idealistic representation with the realistic one through four of the six 
structural components:  Participants, Resources, Ends, and Actions. For instance, statement one 
was concerned with the Ends of political participation: Political participation should pursuit the 
common good, but those who participate only seek their own benefit. Students had to respond in 
a four-point Likert scale, which went from Strongly agree to Strongly disagree. If they agree 
with the statement, I interpreted it as an acknowledgment about the discrepancy between what 
PP should be, and what it actually is. This summative index is a discrete measure, which goes 
from 0, representing that a student strongly disagrees with the eight statements, to 24, which 
means that she/he strongly agrees with all them. Students’ score in the index tell us whether they 
agree or disagree on the idea that there is a discrepancy between the idealistic and a realistic 
view on political participation; between how political participation takes place, and how it 
should be. 
 Table 5.3 shows the frequency distribution across the index values. A value of 12 
indicates the middle point; from 13 starts the agreement area towards 24, and from 11 to 0 the 
disagreement area is located.
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Table 5.3 Students’ agreement on the discrepancy between how political participation 
should be, and how it actually occurs. 
 
 Index 
value 
f. Valid Percent Cumulative  
Percent 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agree  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disagree 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strongly disagree 
24 74 9.5 9.5 
23 29 3.7 13.2 
22 31 4.0 17.1 
21 32 4.1 21.2 
20 49 6.3 27.5 
19 38 4.9 32.4 
18 55 7.0 39.4 
17 39 5.0 44.4 
16 84 10.7 55.1 
15 65 8.3 63.4 
14 59 7.5 71.0 
13 56 7.2 78.1 
12 44 5.6 83.8 
11 27 3.5 87.2 
10 23 2.9 90.2 
9 23 2.9 93.1 
8 17 2.2 95.3 
7 7 .9 96.2 
6 9 1.2 97.3 
5 4 .5 97.8 
4 6 .8 98.6 
3 4 .5 99.1 
2 2 .3 99.4 
1 0 0 99.4 
0 5 .6 100.0 
 Total 782 100.0   
 Missing 46     
 Total   828   
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 The distribution has a mean of 16.09, the mode is 16, and 78.1% of students scored 
between 13 and 24. Only 11.9% are located within the disagreement area (from 11 to 0). Besides, 
the value with the second highest frequency is 24 (f=74), while only five students scored 0.  
These results show a clear tendency among students to acknowledging the incongruity between 
how PP happens (the realistic representation) and how it should be (the idealistic one).  
 In spite of acknowledging the discrepancy, most of them use both characterisations 
depending on the genre or sub-genre though which the representation is constructed and 
socialised. In the case of the questionnaire, there are three different questions through which I 
found changes between students’ idealistic and realistic view, related to the four structural 
components treated in Question 31. The first one was the open-ended question What is political 
participation for you? (Question 22) The second was a specific closed question regarding each 
component, and the third one was question number 31. For instance, in the case of those students 
that included the component participants in their definitions, I compared the positive or negative 
character of the categories they used, with the responses to subparagraph c) in the battery of 
Question 24, in which students were asked whether they agree or not with the statement Political 
participation is for everyone. If they answered Yes, I classified the response as positive, if the 
option was No, negative. Lastly, I compared both to subparagraph h) in Question 31, where 
pupils responded in a four-point Likert scale whether they agree or disagree with the statement 
Political participation should be for everyone, but only a few privileged participate. If they 
disagree I categorised the answer as Positive; if agree, as negative. I gave different values to 
positive and negatives responses. A student with three positive answers was categorized as 
Totally consistent with the idealistic view, whereas three negative responses were understood as 
Totally consistent with the realistic view. Other combinations were classified as inconsistent 
with either two different tendencies.  
 I did the same with the other three components in order to construct the Consistency 
scale presented in Table 5.4. It is a seven-point scale, because the components Actions, Ends and 
Resources, allowed me to include more subparagraphs from the batteries comprised in Questions 
31, 26 and 28 (in the case of Actions), 23 (for Ends), and 30 (for Resources) So as to read the 
scale, one has to bear in mind the following equivalencies: 
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7. Totally consistent with the Idealistic view = 100% of the responses within each 
component have a positive connotation. 
6. Almost consistent with the idealistic view = 80 to 90 per cent of the responses within 
each component presented a positive connotation. 
5. Inconsistent, but with an idealistic tendency = 50.1 to 79.9 per cent of the responses 
within each component presented a positive connotation. 
4. Totally inconsistent = 50% of the responses presented a positive connotation, and 50% 
a negative one.  
3. Inconsistent, but with a realistic tendency = 50.1 to 79.9 per cent of the responses 
within each component presented a negative connotation. 
2. Almost consistent with the realistic view = 80 to 90 per cent of the responses within 
each component presented a negative connotation. 
1. Totally consistent with the realistic view = 100% of the responses within each 
component have a negative connotation. 
 
Table 5.4 Consistency with the idealistic and realistic views across four structural 
components of students’ representations of political participation (Per cent) 
 CONSISTENCY SCALE  PARTICIPANTS ACTIONS ENDS RESOURCES 
7 Totally consistent with the Idealistic view 21 0 4 0 
6 Almost consistent with the idealistic view 0 0.5 10.4 36 
5 Inconsistent, but with an idealistic tendency 47.7 13 28.4 28 
4 Totally inconsistent 0 12.2 4.8 0 
3 Inconsistent, but with a realistic tendency 26.9 65.5 47.9 8 
2 Almost consistent with the realistic view 0 3.4 0.4 28 
1 Totally consistent with the realistic view 4.4 5.4 4.4 0 
 Total 100 100 100 100 
N=623, MISSING=205, TOTAL=828. 
 
The results in Table 5.4 show how the highest percentage of students’ responses is concentrated 
within the central values of the scale, the inconsistency area, which goes from points 3 to 5. It 
means that the majority of students who included in their definitions of PP one or more of the 
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four components presented in the table, interchange their view about them between an idealistic 
and a realistic representation depending on the question.  
  How to explain the coexistence of both organising principles? Following Fairclough 
(2003) it can reflect the difference between what students see and what they would like to see. 
However, it can also be seen as the effect of students’ appropriation of a dominant politically 
correct discourse about PP that, while they know how and where to use it, they clearly 
acknowledge its significant discrepancy with real practices of PP. In the following chapters, I 
will explore this second option, and argue that CE has contributed to this effect, by being much 
more effective in socialising a correct discourse, than in transforming practices of political 
participation in the school and other contexts of students’ everyday life.   
 
5.2.2 The government and the public character of political participation  
The second part of Workshop One was organised around the use of pictures and videos as a 
‘trigger’ for generating reflection among students about what is political participation (Haw, 
Hadfield 2011). I asked them to look at the pictures and videos carefully, and to think about 
whether they represent a form of political participation and why it was so. My role was to briefly 
explain what was in the images, and to ask students about the grounds over which they regard or 
disregard each of them as a form of political participation
26
. 
 Through the analysis of students’ opinions, I made a classification according to the 
consensus or disagreement they provoked in each school, and between the two of them. Table 
5.5 shows this grouping. Each code within the brackets represents an image; P designates a 
picture and V is used for videos. As indicated, images in cell 5:5 (right side, bottom corner) are 
the ones that clearly represent political participation according to the students, while those in cell 
0: 0 (left side, top corner) does not have that character at all. The next group of pictures and 
videos representing PP is located in cells 5:4 and 4:5, while those with less political character 
are in cell 1:0.  Appendix 6 presents all the pictures classified in Table 5.5 along with my own 
description of their content and the videos. 
                                                 
26
 See Appendix 2 for a wider description of workshop 1. 
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Table 5.5 Students’ classification of images according to whether they represent 
political participation 
                                          RURAL SCHOOL 
URBAN SCHOOL 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 [P01][P14][V02]           
1 [V03][V07]       [P09] 
 
 
  
2     [P04]        
3 [P08]   [P06] [V10]   [P10] [V09][P11] 
4 
 
 
  
  [P03]   [V04] [P02] 
5         
[V01][P13] 
[P16] 
[P07] [V05] 
[P17][P05][P12][
P15] [V06][V08] 
0= All students said NO, or some students said NO and the rest consented tacit or explicitly 
1= The group is divided: some students said NO and some Might Be 
2= The group is divided: some students said NO and some YES 
3= All students said MIGHT BE or some students said MIGHT BE and the rest consented tacit or explicitly  
4= The group is divided: some students said MIGHT BE and some YES 
5= All students said YES, or some students said YES and the rest consented tacit or explicitly 
                 = Degree of agreement between the two schools in regard to an image representing    
                    political participation  
                       = Degree of agreement between the two schools in regard to an image not representing         
                        political participation    
 
 What is in these images that led students to classify them in such a way? What reasons 
do they have for grouping some of them as representing PP? I identified four types of practices 
that frequently appear portrayed in these pictures and videos, which were also commonly 
emphasised by the students as distinctive elements of PP: Voting, Debate, Free expression and 
Demands for rights realisation. However, none of them seems to be either necessary or 
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sufficient. For instance, V03 is a video taken in an Argentinian school, presumably a private one. 
Action takes place in the office of the school’s counsellor. She receives two young girls who had 
a problem between them. The viewer will find that the two girls in the video are debating. The 
way in which at least one of the students involved is expressing herself seems to be a good 
example of a free way of expression; and through the problem they are trying to solve, one of 
them is demanding her right of indemnisation, based on her right to property. As Moises said: “it 
is [political participation] because it has to do with justice. She’s asking for the replacement of 
her notebook.” Thus, even with all these elements, students in both schools, except him, 
dismissed this video as an example of PP, among other reasons, because “it has nothing to do 
with politics” (Martha).  
 Martha’s comment reveals a conception of the political as a particular arena (see 2.1.3), 
on which students’ characterisation of PP depends. It is defined by two elements: 1) Government 
and 2) The public character of political participation. Both of them seem necessary conditions 
for students’ classification of pictures and videos as representations of political participation.  
 
Political participation: a notion centred in government 
According to students’ interpretations, when PP occurs, government is always there. It is more 
evident when People in government are the main participants, as in P12 and P15, two of the 
pictures representing PP (cell 5:5 in Table 5.6). But, within this group of images, people out of 
the government are also portrayed as protagonists, however related to it through their actions. 
The government appears as the entity over which people involved in PP want to influence in its 
composition (P07, V05 and V06), policies or laws initiatives (P02), as an opponent or adversary 
(P17), or as the actor from whom it is expected a response to their demands (P13, P16, P17 and 
V01). These forms of government presence constitute an organising principle for distinguishing 
the images that represent PP (green area in Table 5.6). Table 4.1 in Appendix 6 presents a detail 
description of the elements in these images, which suggest the presence of government, as well 
as students’ opinions about them, as an explanation for their classification. 
 This organising principle presents the government as the centre of citizens’ political 
action. Nonetheless, from this view at least two scenarios are excluded: 1) the possibility that PP 
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exclusively aims to influence other actors than government (e.g. fellow citizens), and 2) the 
option that private entities (e.g. transnational companies) become the target of PP.  Accordingly, 
the images in which these elements were relatively clear were mostly disregarded as forms of PP, 
students’ opinions were strongly divided in both schools and between them (e.g. P06 and V10), 
or were located into a narrative that included the government.  
 
Political participation only in the public sphere 
Through the observation of the images, one realises that the actions depicted in those 
disregarded as representing PP take place in a more ‘private domain’ than the ones in the green 
area of Table 5.6, which suggest a rather ‘public sphere’. Students claim some kind of public 
character as a requirement for political participation. At first, its meaning is close to what 
Habermas presents as the most common understanding of ‘public’: “We call events and 
occasions ‘public’ when they are open to all, in contrast to closed or exclusive affairs.” (J. r. 
Habermas, 1989[1967], p. 1) If we look at the images classified as PP, this openness presents 
two meanings. On the one hand, it is perceived from the setting in which most of the actions are 
portrayed: streets (P05, P17, P02), national chambers of representation or local councils (P12, 
P15, V08), and public universities (P13, P16). None of these places are the property of a person 
or a particular group. In fact, they do not have a single owner; they are usually presented as 
State’s, Nation’s, or People’s property. Access to those settings is relatively opened. On the 
other hand, the public character of the actions depicted means that they not only concern or 
affect the people directly involved, but also implicate a broader group or society. It means that 
the action is done in the name of others, represent them, its effects have direct implications on 
this wider group, or exemplifies an action carried out by them. On the contrary, videos and 
photos classified as not representing political participation, lack of at least one of the previous 
elements: they occur in rather restricted settings, or the actions portrayed concern mainly or 
exclusively to those presented in the images (see Table 4.2 in Appendix 6 for a detailed analysis 
of each image). For instance, in V07, we see a strong discussion. One can imply that it is taking 
place among members of a family. People involved are in a living room, some are sited, and 
some stand up. Even when the argument begins between two persons, immediately many voices 
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can be heard, and different people intervene in the discussion. It only provoked one comment per 
school: 
Mario (urban school): [it’s not political participation] because they’re only discussing their 
problems. 
Martha (rural school): those are family problems…nothing more 
 
When I presented a video of a street demonstration of Chilean women against domestic and 
sexual violence (V01), students did not hesitate in classifying it as a representation of PP. I 
asked them why it was PP if the problem was also domestic and has to do with the private, as the 
one in V07. And Elias answered: “ 
Well, it’s also a family problem, the difference is that they’re expressing it on the street [OPEN 
SETTING], they are making demands. In the previous one [V07] it remains there, in the family [IT 
ONLY CONCERNS TO THOSE DIRECTLY INVOLVED], in the house [A CLOSED SETTING] 
[…].  
 
In addition to the sense of the public based on the openness of the setting and the participants 
involved, for students something becomes public when it establishes a connection to the 
government. This meaning resembles Rawls’s understanding of the political as a particular arena 
(see 2.1.3). The public reason turns political when it connects with governmental entities where 
the decisions about the basic structure of society are taken, those that are imposed to every 
citizen, even without her/his consent (Rawls, 2001).  
 The association between PP and the public sphere has two important implications. Firstly, 
while a sharp demarcation between public and private operates with clarity at the theoretical 
level, the empirical evidence is less clear. Persons and groups move between both domains and 
develop ways of linking the personal with the public, of realising the feminist premise ‘the 
personal is political’ (see 2.1.4).  
 Secondly, the public sphere characterised by the relation people-government tends to 
deny the possibility of a transnational sphere of political participation. Indeed, as Fraser (2007) 
argues, most of the theory of the public sphere (e.g. Aronowitz, 1993; Eley, 1992; Fraser, 1990; 
J. r. Habermas, 1989[1967]; Landes, 1988) confines it to the limits of the Nation-state. 
 An example of a form of PP surpassing both implications (a rigid demarcation 
public/private, and the restriction to the Nation-State) would be P01 (see Box 5.1). If this picture 
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is located into narrative in which the girl is carefully looking at the characteristics of the 
yoghurt; evaluating the potential environmental damage that its production would imply, 
possible risks or non-desirable effects in health, and the fairness of the social conditions of its 
manufacture and trade, becomes a clear example of an action of “political consumerism” 
(Micheletti, 2002) which connects the global with the local and the personal. However, all 
students dismissed this image as a form of political participation.  
Box 5.1 Picture P01 
 
 
The government and the public character of political participation: a quantitative analysis  
So far, I have argued from a qualitative perspective that the presence of government and the 
public character of participation are two organising principles in students’ representations of 
political participation. In this section I will examine this insight from a quantitative approach.  
Question 25 in the survey questionnaire was designed for researching this issue. It is made up by 
eight statements that represent different forms of political participation. Statements A) to D) 
represent actions in which no explicit reference to government is made, whereas statements E) to 
H) include the government as the main actor [H)], interlocutor [E)], or show an explicit 
reference to its policy [F) and G)]. The actions depicted in statements B), C), F) and G) have 
also a private connotation according to the criteria previously established: B) and F) suggest a 
closed setting (a family household), and C) and F) illustrate apparent individual actions. In 
contrast, statements A), D), E) and H) represent actions with a public character. Thus, I designed 
the statements thinking in two overlapped dimensions: 1) The presence or absence of 
government, and 2) The public or private character. 
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Table 5.7 Statements considered as political participation (Percentage of students) 
   DIMENSION 1  
   1a 1b  
D
IM
EN
SI
O
N
 2
 
  Statements with 
government 
presence 
Statements 
without an 
explicit reference 
to government 
Means 
(statements 
responded as 
Yes [0-4]) 
2
b
 Statements with a public 
character 
E)      65.8 A)       37.4 
M= 2.12d 
H)      63.0 D)       54.6 
2
a Statements with a 
private connotation 
F)      45.5 B)       21.6 
  M= 1.31c 
G)      41.6 C)       28.3 
  
Means (statements 
responded as Yes [0-4]) 
 
 
M= 2.09a 
 
 
M= 1.39b 
 
 T-test 
 
95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
  
 t df P= Lower Upper   
a 47,071 827 ,000 2.006 2.180   
b 37,145 827 ,000 1.317 1.464   
c 31,258 681 ,000 1.235 1.401   
d 42,200 681 ,000 2.024 2.222   
 
Students were asked to respond whether each of these statements represents a form of political 
participation by answering one of the options YES, NO, or UNDECIDED. In Table 5.7, I have 
grouped the YES responses according to the two dimensions previously explained. There are 
three main findings presented in this table regarding the relevance of a public character and the 
role of government in students’ representations of PP. Firstly, each dimension comprises two 
factors, each of which includes four statements (observable variables). Table 5.7 shows a 
comparison between the means of these factors. Each mean represents the average score of 
responses YES, from 0 to 4 statements.  Both, the mean regarding the statements with a public 
character (M=2.12), and the mean in statements with the presence of government (M=2.09), are 
higher than statements with a private connotation (M=1.31), and statements without an explicit 
reference to government (M=1.39). According to the T-test in table’s notes, these differences are 
statistically significant. Secondly, within rows 2a and 2b (Dimension 2) in Table 5.7, students 
classified statements with an explicit reference to government as political participation in a 
higher proportion than statements without a reference to government. Likewise, the percentage 
of students who think that statements with a public character represent PP is higher within 
columns 1a and 1b (Dimension 1). Thirdly, the shaded cells in the table contain the statements 
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with the highest and lowest percentages.  The former (shaded in blue) comprehends statements 
with an explicit reference to government and with a public character, whereas the latter (shaded 
in green) includes statements with no explicit reference to government and with a private 
connotation.  
 These results suggest that Factors 1a and 1b, and Factors 2a and 2b, are, indeed, latent 
variables explaining the differences in students’ responses across the eight statements in 
question 25. If this is so, the distribution of students’ responses in Table 5.7 is not a random 
coincidence, but a distribution driven by a covariance structure between the answers to the 
statements, which in turn is based on the covariance between these latent variables (Factors). In 
other words, it would mean that the factors over which I designed the eight statements from 
Question 25, are valid, they are identified in students responses. In Appendix 7 I present the 
results of a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) in the form of model generation which 
confirms this hypothesis. The results of this analysis also identified a latent variable that I call 
NATIONAL, across the five statements with the highest frequency of YES answers. These five 
statements make explicit reference to a Mexican context. This finding corroborates how the 
association of PP with government and the public sphere entails its restriction within the national 
arena.
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5.3 Conclusions 
Through this chapter I have shown that pupils’ representations of PP are fragmented, and how 
within their explicit content variability prevails over stability and consensus. Having 
acknowledged it, I have explored four organising principles of students’ representations of 
political participation: 1) The idealistic representation of PP, 2) The realistic characterisation of 
PP, 3) The presence of government, and 4) The public character of political participation. 
 These organising principles, from which students generate a multiplicity of explicit 
representations, have three implications. 1) The convergence and differential use of two 
contrasting characterisations: the ideal and real PP. 2) The presence of government and the public 
character of PP establish a rigid demarcation between the public and private, and 3) 
circumscribes political participation to the limits of the Nation-State. The first implication is 
central for the argument of this thesis, because the contradiction between the real and the ideal is 
also found in Chapters 6 and 7, but is far from being conciliated. The ideal seems to operate as a 
resource ready to be discursively used according to the correct situation, rather than orient the 
transformation of the real practices.  
 The second and third implications represent a dominant understanding of PP as a public 
and governmental arena, from which students are likely to be excluded or demoted in importance. 
They will always be in a disadvantageous position, in so far some of their rights are not legally 
recognised yet, those that allow participation in certain powerful agencies and repertoires within 
this domain. 
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CHPATER SIX: The permissible and the desirable: A normative representation of student participation in school 
CHAPTER SIX 
The permissible and the desirable:  
A normative representation of student participation in school  
 
Introduction 
Having analysed students’ representations of political participation, in Chapters 6 and 7 I will 
explore the representations of student (political) participation in the school. In this chapter the 
focus is on the normative characterisation of students’ involvement. 
  The school is a place full of normative expectations and regulations. The former are more 
clearly identified with the pedagogical and the latter with the legal and regulatory framework. 
Many practices in school are motivated by and oriented to how things should be (the pedagogical 
dimension), and/or take place within the limits of how things have to be (the legal and regulatory 
dimension).  The normative domain, then, has at least two strands: the desirable and the 
permissible. Both have influence in the structuration of recurrent practices in school. But, 
following Giddens (1976, 1979), I intentionally use the notion of structuration to emphasise that 
the normative neither determines the practice, nor is it transmitted into it without any 
modification. Instead, so as to be part of the practice, the normative becomes recontextualized 
(Bernstein, 1996) or transposed (Chevallard, 1991; McCowan, 2008; Phillip Perrenoud, 1986), 
and through that process something is always left behind.  
 To acknowledge that the normative does not determine the practices in school is not to 
say that they are completely unrelated. In the case of Mexico City’s secondary education, through 
a historical process of appropriation in the schools, the permissible and the desirable have created 
opportunities and restrictions for pupils’ participatory practices. Likewise, the normative has 
played an important role in constructing expectations about how student participation should be. 
These opportunities, restrictions and expectations are usually developed and operationalized in 
different legal and regulatory documents, such as school rules and the formal curriculum. They 
are written representations of how student participation should and have to be. The regulatory 
documents emphasise concrete opportunities and restrictions, whereas the curriculum mainly 
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develops the expectations about student participation. As part of the normative domain, however, 
both may overlap.  
 Accordingly, this chapter is divided in two main sections. Section one is focused on the 
analysis of the legal and regulatory framework, whereas section two is centred on the curriculum. 
In both, the analysis is organised according to the model of student participation in school 
developed in Chapter 3.  
 The main findings can be summarised as follows: 1) The characterisations of the 
permissible and the desirable include a discourse about democracy as a way of life, inclusion, 
participation and children’s rights. This follows a dominant positive discourse of student 
involvement. However without clear opportunities for its practical achievement it remains 
utopian. 2) The normative framework does not designate specific agencies to promote authentic, 
autonomous and efficacious student participation in schools. 3) The curricular representation of 
pupils’ involvement becomes highly idealistic because of the lack of practical execution, and the 
weak support it finds in the regulatory framework. 4) The normative level confines students 
either to simulated forms of participation, or to participatory activities in domains where the 
school’s mechanisms of decision-making, power distribution, and power relations remain 
unchanged. Lastly, the curriculum and the legal framework do not present the political as a 
permissible or desirable attribute for student participation. At best, it is portrayed as a reserved 
domain for future involvement. 
 
6.1 The legal and regulatory framework:  weak opportunities and strong 
limitations for student participation in school 
From the Mexican Constitution to more specific and local guidelines, secondary education in 
Mexico City has a strong legal regulation. As happens in any institution, this legal dimension is 
not the only element that rules the practices in the school; however, for the understanding of 
student participation it plays a relevant role. It both opens and limits the possibilities for the 
establishment of what kind of participation in school is allowed for students. 
 In the subsequent analysis, I will make reference to the following documents:  
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 Constitución Política de los Estados Unidos Mexicanos (Mexican Constitution)  
 Ley General de Educación (General Law of Education) (GLE)  
 Acuerdo 98 (Agreement 98) 
 Lineamientos Generales para la Organización y Funcionamiento de los Servicios 
de Educación Inicial, Básica, Especial y para Adultos en el Distrito Federal  
(General Guidelines for the Organisation and Functioning of Initial, Basic, Special, 
and Adult Education Services in the Federal District [Mexico City]) (GG) 
 Marco para la Convivencia Escolar en las Escuelas de Educación Secundaria del 
Distrito Federal (Framework for School Coexistence in Federal District’s 
Secondary Schools) (FSC)  
 Lineamientos para las Actividades Extraescolares en el Distrito federal 
(Guidelines for Extra School Activities in the Federal District) (GEA).  
 
The Mexican Constitution establishes the general regulations for the education provided in the 
Mexican territory, both public and private. The GLE develops these legal principles in great 
detail and advances more specific guidelines. Any change requires the consent of the Mexican 
legislative power: Diputados (federal representatives) and Senadores (Senators). In contrast, the 
Secretariat of Public Education (SEP) has the prerogative of establishing different Agreements in 
regard to unclearly regulated areas of the Mexican education system. The Agreement 98 was 
published in 1982 and establishes different rules for the organization and functioning of general 
secondary schools in Mexico. Based on this Agreement, the SEP has developed the GG for the 
organization and functioning of all educational institutions in Mexico City, including secondary 
schools
27
. It is a very long document with specific rules on many aspects of school life. This 
guideline is slightly or significantly modified every school year by the Secretariat according to its 
priorities and criteria. Similarly, the FSC and the GEA are developed by the SEP. The former 
establishes different degrees of non-acceptable student behaviour within the school and the 
corresponding sanctions to be taken by teachers and school authorities. The latter is concerned 
with the regulations of every activity carried out outside the school’s facilities.    
                                                 
27
 Although since 1992 the administrative apparatus and responsibilities of the education system are 
decentralised, primary and secondary education in Mexico City still depends on the SEP.   
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6.1.1 Domains of participation 
Article 3 in the Mexican Constitution, Fraction II, Subparagraph (a), establishes that the 
education “will be democratic, recognising that democracy is not only a legal structure and a 
political regime, but a way of life, founded in the constant economic, social, and cultural 
improvement of the people.” Similarly, the General Law of Education (GLE), in Article 7, 
Fractions V and XV, states as ends of education: 
 V. To inculcate the knowledge and practice of democracy as the form of government and 
coexistence which permits that everyone participates in decision-making for the 
improvement of society. 
 XV. To promote the rights and duties of children and adolescents and the forms of protection 
they have in order to exercise them. 
Article 46 in the Agreement 98 as well as the General Guidelines (GG) establish that the 
pedagogical process in secondary education will be centred in the student, and she will have an 
active and conscious participation as agent of her own formation.  In the same fashion, the FSC 
points out that it has been created in order to develop a disciplinary framework in schools which 
responds to the recent advances in the national and international regulations on the rights of the 
child.  
 Democracy, inclusion, participation and children’s rights, as part of the legal discourse of 
student involvement will turn out to be opaque as the legal framework over secondary schools 
becomes more specific. When one goes from these general premises to the Articles, Fractions and 
clauses that regulate different practices in the school, one realises that the legal framework leaves 
little room for student participation. There are few spaces in which they can have a voice or take 
action to influence school life in an efficacious and authentic way. In the following I will analyse 
certain regulations that restrict and, in some cases, create opportunities for pupils’ involvement 
within each of the domains of participation described in Chapter 3: binding decision-making 
(school governance, school and classroom rules, curricular and pedagogical decisions, and 
definition of common problems); conflict resolution; classroom climate and knowledge 
construction; resolution of common problems; and identity construction. 
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Binding decision-making  
As presented in Chapter 3, student participation in binding decision-making includes different 
sub-domains: school governance (which among other things comprises decisions about the 
academic project of the school, its goals and procedures; effective use of resources and school 
budget; head teachers’ and teachers’ appointments, and an integral evaluation of school 
performance), school and classroom rules, curricular and pedagogical decisions, and definition 
of common problems.  
 In regard to participation in decision-making for school governance, the GG states that the 
principal is responsible for coordinating the Strategic Plan for School Transformation (SPST), 
and the Annual Work Program (AWP) of the school. The same document establishes that “in the 
elaboration, implementation and evaluation of the SPST will participate all the members of the 
school community […] and it has to foster students’ and parents’ involvement.” (SEP, 2011a, p. 
153) Once the SPST and the AWP have been elaborated, the principal presents them to the 
Consejo Técnico Escolar (School Technical Council). According to Agreement 98, Article 31, 
the Council’s function will be to “support the principal in the planning, development and 
evaluation of the educational activities and in the resolution of the school’s transcendental 
problems.” The same Article, Fraction I, says that the Council will have a president, who 
“invariably will be the principal”. In Fraction III, it states that the president of the Student Society 
will be one of the members of the Council. However, in the GG, which is the regulatory 
document that has to be physically in every school and revised every year, some representatives 
are removed, among them, the president of the Student Society and the President of the Parents 
Association. As I will show in Chapter 7, this divergence between the documents leaves student 
inclusion in the Council to the principal’s discretion. Thus, the principal coordinates the annual 
project of the school, presides the School Technical Council, and the uncertain legal definition of 
student inclusion on it leaves pupils’ involvement to her judgement. Therefore, the idea that the 
principal promotes student participation in the general school project does not have effective 
legal backing. 
 In regard to the administration and allocation of financial and material resources in the 
school, Article 19, Fraction XVII, in the Agreement 98, refers that the principal is responsible for 
their “adequate administration”. Teachers’ and head teachers’ appointments are exclusively 
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reserved to the Secretariat of Public Education in negotiation with the National Union of Teacher, 
and the law does not establish any consultation of students. Lastly, in relation to school 
governance, the regulations determine that the principal and the Secretariat are responsible for the 
evaluation of the school’s performance. 
 In regard to students’ participation in the definition of school and classroom rules, the 
GG states that “the principal and the sub-principal, the School Technical Council and the Student 
Society will have the responsibility of the actualisation and elaboration of the internal regulations, 
according to what is established in the General Law of Education” (SEP, 2011a, p. 73) Here the 
order of the words is important, because the fact that actualisation appears before the word 
elaboration, suggests that most of these internal rules have already been defined. For instance, 
the Framework for School Coexistence (FSC) clarifies student misbehaviour and defines 
corresponding sanctions. The document begins by acknowledging the necessity of having a 
regulatory text where school discipline is faced under the recent legal advances in children’s 
rights. Paradoxically, children did not participate in the elaboration and discussion of its content. 
Parents and students have to accept and sign this regulation, or reject it at the beginning of the 
school year. Thus, student participation in the definition of school and classroom rules seems to 
be reserved to some informal negotiations, because most of them are already set out in documents 
developed without any degree of pupil involvement. 
 Student participation in decision-making regarding curriculum content and pedagogical 
orientations is not envisioned in the regulatory framework. The Constitution and the GLE state 
that the curricular design is an exclusive responsibility of the central government, via the SEP. 
The states within the Mexican federation have one hour per week in the secondary school 
timetable for a local subject, which is developed by the local Secretariats of Education. 
According to the GLE, the National Technical Council of Education, and the states’ similar 
councils and education authorities, are allowed to present curricular proposals or suggestions to 
be considered by the federal Secretariat. However, students are not defined as members or 
participants in those Councils. In the Agreement 98, as well as in the GG, decisions about 
pedagogical orientations at the level of school are reserved to the principal, local academies of 
teachers, and the School Technical Council. Finally, the GLE establishes in Article 69, 
subparagraph (i) that the School Council of Social Participation will give its opinion “in 
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pedagogical affairs”. Again, the same Article does not include students as participants in this 
consultative entity. 
 In regard to pupils’ involvement in the definition of common problems the GG points out 
that the Student Society will be an instance that “favours young people’s responsible expression 
and participation in school improvement, in their personal and social development.”(SEP, 2011a, 
p. 73) Although it is a very general sentence, it opens the opportunity of student participation in 
defining which are the problems that need attention. Besides, the Agreement 98 in Article 50, 
Fraction V, establishes as one of the goals of the Student Society “to promote before the school 
authorities initiatives that tend to the progress and improvement of it [the school]”.  Nonetheless, 
according to both documents, students’ role seems to end at the level of the proposals; they can 
be consulted, but most of the school problems are defined in the SPST and the APW, as well as 
through the regular meetings of the School Technical Council, the Council of Social Participation, 
and the reunions between the principal and the Parents Association. Again, the opportunity for 
student participation becomes weakened, because there is no place for students in the 
mechanisms and agencies that according to the law are the spaces for the definition of school 
problems. 
 Thus, the regulatory framework for student participation in binding decision-making 
presents a general and controlled intention of promoting pupils’ involvement, while it restricts 
their participation in the mechanisms and agencies where decisions affecting school life are 
actually taken. 
Conflict resolution  
The legal structure for secondary schools allocates students into a very passive role in relation to 
conflict resolution. It does not explicitly consider specific procedures and instances for conflict 
solving in school, nor the role of students in the resolution of conflicts. However, participation in 
the establishment of what constitutes a disciplinary fault, and what sort of sanction it deserves, 
relates closely to this domain, since many of these faults represent conflicts among students, or 
between teachers and pupils.  
 Although the FSC says that dialogue will be the primary mechanism for solving conflicts 
or “correcting” disciplinary faults (SEP, 2011b, p. 12), this will always be led by the teacher, the 
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school counsellor(s), parents and/or the principal. Similarly, the Agreement 98 and the FSC 
always present teachers, counsellors, principals, or the School Technical Council as mediators, or 
the ones in charge of deciding how the conflict is to be solved, and what sanction the students 
involved will receive. Neither pupils, nor any other agency where they could participate in 
conflict resolution are considered in the legal framework. For instance, the FSC defines as a 
student’s violent behaviour “to plan, participate, carry out, or command acts of school 
harassment or bullying, including cyber-bullying” (SEP, 2011b, p. 20). This is not an isolated 
conduct, but denotes a conflict between students. The way in which has to be faced is through 
disciplinary sanction. Depending on the gravity of such violent behaviour sanction range from a 
meeting between the student, the teacher, the school counsellor and the parents; suspension for 3 
days decided by the principal, to a change of school agreed between the principal, the School 
Technical Council, and the student’s parents or tutor(s).  
 The FSC opens the possibility that the disciplinary decisions made by teachers could be 
revised by the principal, her decisions revised by the School Technical Council, and its 
corresponding verdicts reviewed by the local education authorities (SEP, 2011b, p. 13). It is a 
way for solving conflicts produced by a previous procedure of conflict resolution. Nonetheless, 
students are also excluded from this meta-process. 
 The previous regulations are concerned with ‘peacemaking’ in school (Bickmore, 
2008)(see Chapter 5). Because of the extreme violence in many regions of the Mexican territory 
[54,172 killed between 2006 and November 2012 (Gómez Leyva, 2012)], in 2011 the Secretariat 
of Public Security along with the SEP developed the Basic Guideline for Violence Prevention in 
the School Context. This document contains some recommendations for actions of 
‘peacebuilding’, directed to the identification and suppression of certain causes of the constant 
violence inside and outside different primary and secondary schools. Nonetheless, these 
recommendations are directed to school authorities and teachers. They are responsible for the 
definition and implementation of selected measures for the construction of a more permanent 
peaceful school climate. Again, the students appear in this guideline as the repositories of such 
measures, instead of being active participants in the definition and implementation of long-term 
actions of conflict resolution.  
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Classroom climate and knowledge construction 
 The legal framework establishes some general clauses that open the possibility of a 
significant student participation in classroom climate and knowledge construction. The GG 
promotes a “student-centred pedagogical process”. Among other things it means to “preserve the 
innate curiosity of students. They are face to intellectual challenges, which stimulate their desire 
of learning. There is an impulse to creativity and an innovating search of solutions to 
problems.”(SEP, 2011b, p. 11) Similarly, the Agreement 98, Article 46, Fraction II, points out 
that students have to “participate active and consciously in the educative process as agents of 
their own formation”. Consequently, in Article 23, Fractions III and V, the Agreement establishes 
that teachers have to “employ a methodology which includes techniques and procedures which 
promotes the educands’ participation in the teaching-learning process, as agents of their own 
formation”. Teachers also have to “adequate the educational activities to students’ aptitudes, 
necessities and interests […]”.Considering that these principles establish a common ground for 
encouraging discussion, controversy, debate and an active involvement in class, which weakens a 
strong demarcation between teacher and pupils, this domain of participation in its legal 
dimension appears as a fertile terrain for student participation.  
Resolution of common problems  
In contrast to the previous domain, the legal framework does not provide relevant opportunities 
for student participation in the resolution of common problems. There is, however, a general 
premise in regard to students’ responsibility of maintaining the school in good conditions. They 
are encouraged to participate in the maintenance of a clean school, recycling actions, the 
conservation of “trees and plants”, and a rational use of resources (SEP, 2011a). Other functions 
such as the observance of a sustainable use of energy and natural resources, or potential risks to 
the security of the school community are reserved for the principal and other school personnel: 
 In regard to the resolution of common problems outside the school, the GEA presents 
some limitations. Due to the fact that participation outside the school is defined as an extra school 
activity, the guidelines establish that each class can have only three of these activities per year. If 
the activity in the surrounding communities is not typified in the GEA, it has to be included and 
described in the Annual Plan of Work, where student participation is not considered. Thus, 
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student involvement in the resolution of community problems should be mostly done inside the 
school, which is likely to restrict the efficacy of their participation. 
Identity construction 
Lastly, the legal framework opens some possibilities for student participation in the domain of 
identity construction. One of the primary points on the GG is to foster an inclusive school climate. 
Among other things, it means that there is “an unrestrictive respect for all people, students, 
teachers and parents. All are fully respected and valued [,] independently of their individual 
characteristics, origin, beliefs or ideas.” (SEP, 2011a, p. 9) This inhibits acts of discrimination 
directed to the expression and search of students’ identifications. In terms of pupils’ appearance, 
the GG clearly states that the use of the school uniform is not compulsory (SEP, 2011a, p. 33). 
Regarding students’ artistic expressions the same document establishes that the school’s walls are 
available for “expressions from the students’ and the school community’s creativity. They are 
spaces for the art, the demonstration of activities, and interchanges with the community.” (SEP, 
2011a, p. 8) Similarly, Article 56 in the Agreement 98 states that “students will have a wide 
freedom, within the limits of the discipline and the educational ends, for carrying out their social 
activities, when these do not interfere with the teaching activities.” However, according to the 
regulations, I have already shown that students have a very passive role both in the definition of 
the school and classroom rules, and the “limits of the discipline”. Equally, while I did not find 
any rule that imposes restrictions in terms of students’ appearance, or identity expressions when 
they are not offensive, Article 46, Fraction IV in Agreement 98 says that pupils have to “keep 
inside and outside school the adequate conduct and decorum.” But beyond what is described in 
the FSC as non-acceptable behaviour, the regulatory framework does not clarify what is 
considered as decorum, or an adequate and decent conduct. It is more likely, then, that those who 
have the prerogative of defining the rules in school will also define “the limits of the discipline”, 
“adequate conducts” and the meaning of “decency”.  
6.1.2 Agencies and repertoires 
I have described how the permissible representation of student participation opens opportunities 
for participation in some domains of the school life while restricts student involvement in others. 
But probably the most important limitation to student involvement in school is the lack of 
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effective agencies for channelling pupils’ voice and actions. Students are not considered in the 
regulations for being represented in the National Technical Council of Education and similar 
councils at the state or local level. They are not members in the councils of social participation. 
There is not a regulation for national, regional or local students’ organizations in order to have a 
voice in decisions which ultimately will affect their school. I have also shown that the legal 
framework is not clear in regard to student inclusion in the School Technical Council. These 
bodies are the formal agencies for participation in school (see 3.1.2). Such a formal character 
entails that decisions made in these organs have a direct or indirect impact in most of the domains 
of participation.  
 Additionally, beyond the councils previously mentioned, the legal framework does not 
suggest or regulate potential effective agencies like youth courts, student or school assemblies, 
where pupils can mediate their own conflicts, and problems between different school actors. 
Similarly, and considering the restrictions over activities outside the school, there are no 
suggestions about the student inclusion in community organizations that could coordinate their 
activities with the school. 
 There is only one recognised agency for pupils’ participation: the Student Society (SS).  
The GG and the Agreement 98 state that every secondary school will have this representational 
body. While the School Technical Council and the Council of Social Participation have 
“attributions” and “functions”, Article 50 in the Agreement 98 states that the SS will have the 
following “goals”: 
 To exercise among its members the practice of democratic life, as a way to contribute to their 
formation. 
 To promote the realization of activities which contribute to construct in the educands a 
responsible personality, with a clear sense of their obligations and rights. 
 To strength the relations of solidarity among the students. 
 To promote whatever it estimate necessary and useful for the physical, moral, social and 
cultural improvement of its members, and 
 To promote to the school authorities the initiatives that advance the progress and 
improvement of the school 
 
  
143 
I have highlighted the distinction between “attributions”, “functions” and “goals”, because it 
reveals that, while other agencies are mainly envisaged as organs for decision-making and 
consultation, the SS is primarily conceived as a pedagogical space. It is visualised more as a 
place for learning, than an agency for effective participation in school. Its three first goals reflect 
this emphasis. Additionally, its capacity of influencing school decisions is restricted to the level 
of suggestions or “initiatives”. This body does not have a clear prerogative for being consulted, 
having voice or taking part in decisions affecting the school and the students’ life in it.  
 In comparison to other agencies for collective participation in school (School Technical 
Council, The Council of Social Participation, and the Parents Association), the SS is also a 
formal organisation, but in terms of actors’ composition (see Chapter 3) it only comprises a 
single collective actor: the students. In contrast with the Parents Association which also has a 
single-actor composition, the members of the SS are not included in the agencies constituted with 
mixed individual and collective participants. Therefore, decisions made in the SS that affect other 
school actors will have to be treated through informal channels highly dependent on the 
authorities’ criteria. The lack of legal attributions and its single-actor composition make the SS 
the less powerful agency for participation in secondary education. Its capacity of making a 
change in school is very limited.  
 Lastly, in terms of the repertoires of participation there is only one reference in the legal 
framework, it has to do with the elections of the students who chair the Student Society. This is 
an organised form of participation lead by pupils, and decisions are reached through voting after 
a brief period of debate on candidates’ proposals.  Beyond this, the characteristics of the 
permissible repertoires will be according to the disciplinary regulations, which clearly confine 
student involvement to an adult leadership, with the exception of some possibilities in the 
domains of identity construction and classroom climate and knowledge construction.   
6.1.3 A summary of the permissible representation of student participation in school 
In order to synthesise the permissible representation of student participation in Mexico City’s 
secondary schools, I will compare it to the potential model of student participation developed in 
Chapter 3. Firstly I will present a summary of the configurations between domains of 
participation, agencies and repertoires, allowed for students in the legal and regulatory 
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framework. I will do so through a graphical characterisation following the template of Table 3.1.  
Secondly, based on these permissible configurations, I will schematically present the different 
degrees of authenticity, autonomy and efficacy in students’ involvement across the five domains 
of participation.  
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TABLE 6.1 Permissible configurations of student participation in Mexico City’s secondary schools 
DOMAINS OF 
PARTICIPATION 
                                                                                 AGENCIES REPERTOIRES 
 
 
ORGANISATION ACTORS’ COMPOSITION (Some characteristics) 
 FORMAL INFORMAL INDIVIDUAL COLLECTIVE SINGLE MIXED 
BINDING DECISION-
MAKING 
Student Society ✓ 
 
Representational 
 
✓ 
  Organised participation (OP) 
 Lead by Students (LS) 
 Decision-making through deliberation (DMD) 
and Decision-making through voting (DMV)  
 Performed through Dialogue (DI) and 
debate (DE). 
 Face to face interaction (FF). 
 Non-violent (NV) 
 Legal 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY     ✓                 OR           ✓  ✓     OR     ✓ 
 OP and Spontaneous participation (SP) 
 Lead by teachers (LT), school counsellors 
(LSC), parents (LPA), or the principal 
(LP).Lead jointly by two or three of the 
previous actors. 
 Unilateral decision-making, and DMD 
 Performed through DI and DE. (DE).  
 Face to face interaction (FF).  
 Non-violent (NV) and Contentious (C) 
 Legal. 
CLASSROOM CLIMATE AND 
KNOWLEDGE 
CONSTRUCTION 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY    ✓                OR           ✓ ✓   OR    ✓ 
 OP and Spontaneous participation (SP) 
 Lead by Teacher (LT) or LS 
 DMD 
 Performed through DI and DE  
 FF 
 NV 
 Legal 
RESOLUTION OF COMMON 
PROBLEMS 
 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY     ✓              OR            ✓ ✓       OR    ✓ 
 OP 
 LT, LP and LS 
 Performed through practical action (PRA) 
 FF 
 NV 
 L 
IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION 
(SUBJECTIVIZATION) 
 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY      ✓              OR             ✓  ✓     OR     ✓ 
 OP and SP 
 LS 
 Body appearance (BA), or Artistic 
expressions (AE) 
 FF 
 NV 
 L 
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Compared to the potential model (Table 3.1), Table 6.1 clearly shows the lack of agencies for 
student involvement in the school, and how the repertoires of participation tend to be led by 
adults (teachers, school counsellors, the principal or parents) in most domains. This leads me to 
the dimension of the quality of participation. Following the way in which authenticity, autonomy 
and efficacy in students’ participation were understood in Section 3.2, Table 6.2 presents my own 
evaluation regarding different degrees of authenticity, autonomy and expected political efficacy 
in the permissible representation of student involvement in school. Based on the evidence 
provided in the previous analysis of the regulatory framework, the table shows the proportion 
covered within each domain of participation compared to their potential describe in Section 3.1.1, 
and allocates a certain degree of autonomy and authenticity to them. Based on these two 
characteristics, and considering the permissible agencies for pupils’ participation (6.1.3), it also 
presents different levels of expected efficacy in students’ involvement. 
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6.1.4 Can the legal representation of student participation in school be regarded as 
political? 
Based on the previous analysis, it is difficult to find some political attributes of the student 
participation characterised in the regulatory framework. On the one hand, the documents does not 
make an explicit reference to such a character; on the other hand, the analysis of the potential 
political character of student participation argues that PP in school needs a high level of 
authenticity, autonomy and efficacy. According to Table 6.1 only the domains of Identity 
TABLE 6.2 Degrees of student participation across different domains according 
to the regulatory framework over Mexico City’s secondary schools 
 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO INVOLVEMENT 
OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF  
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS LEAD 
AND CONTROL 
 
 
Binding decision-
making 
LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
 
Conflict resolution LOW EFFICACY  
  
 
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction 
 MEDIUM EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Resolution of 
common problems 
LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Identity 
construction 
 
LOW-MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
 
    =   Proportion covered within the domain, based on the potential model in    
    Chapter 5 
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construction, and Classroom climate and knowledge construction, are likely to provide 
opportunities for such quality in student participation. But the regulations only present very 
general premises regarding student involvement in those two areas. The lack of specificity and 
the absence of effective agencies turn unrealistic such opportunities, while allocate students into a 
passive role. They might be involved in a political relation because there is domination, but 
without quality in student involvement, it is hardly a representation of political participation.  
 
6.2 The curriculum of Civic and Ethical Formation: an idealistic depiction of 
pupils’ involvement in school 
Having explored the characteristics of what I call the permissible, in this section I will focus on 
the second strand of the normative representation of pupils’ involvement: the desirable. As 
mentioned in the introduction of this chapter, the desirable is operationalized in the curriculum of 
Civic and Ethical Formation. When I use the term curriculum I mean the project aimed to lead 
the educational contents and “activities within the schools, to clarify their purpose and relevance, 
and to offer an adequate and useful guidance of action to teachers, who have a direct 
responsibility of carrying them out.” (Coll, 1987, p. 31)  
 In this case, such a project is operationalized in a couple of official documents: the 
Program of Civic and Ethical Formation (PCEF) for secondary school, the main document of 
analysis, and the auxiliary material for teachers called ‘guide to work’ (GW). The PCEF contains 
the following sections: a) Introduction, b) Rationale and Background, c) General Purpose of 
Civic and Ethical Formation (CEF), d) Purpose of CEF in Secondary School, e) Pedagogical 
Perspective, f) Teenagers and CEF, g) The Teacher’s role, h) Relationship with other courses, i) 
Content Organization, j) Content Structure, and k) Blocks I, II, III, IV, V for Second and Third 
Grade, which specify contents, expected learning outcomes, general orientations, and suggest the 
application of certain didactical situations and activities. The GW, in turn, specifies the eight 
“civic competences” structuring the PCEF, and divides them into concepts, abilities and attitudes 
to be developed according to the program’s orientation.  
 The curriculum is not a neutral document it is created by authors who represent their own 
special interest. In this case, an academic group at the General Direction of Curricular 
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Development (GDCD) in the Mexican Secretariat of Public Education (SEP) is responsible for 
constructing the curriculum. As other processes of curriculum development, the SEP aims to 
consult and involve teachers, principals, academics, government and non-government 
organisations in its design. In the PCEF it is acknowledged the participation of teachers, 
principals and experts of ‘other institutions’ in the development of this program (SEP, 2007b). 
Nonetheless, as any other national curriculum, this is far from being a horizontal and all-inclusive 
process. Actors consulted or involved do not have a symmetrical capacity for influencing final 
decisions. The curriculum often reflects the view of dominant groups in society, and with a 
strong capacity of influencing the orientation of national education systems (Apple, 1990; Pierre 
Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).   
6.2.1 Domains of student participation in the curriculum of Civic and Ethical 
education 
Once I have described the general structure of the curriculum and acknowledged its authorship, in 
this section I will analysed how students’ participation is portrayed within the five domains of 
participation.  
 The word participation appears 46 times in the Program of Civic an Ethical Formation 
(PCEF), and if we include other words with the same semantic root, the frequency increases to 66. 
It places the term among the ten words with more than four characters (excluding adverbs and 
prepositions) with the highest frequency in the document. In spite of this quantitative centrality, 
one of the principles in the rationale of the PCEF is to see the school and classroom as spaces for 
learning democracy in an experiential way (SEP, 2007b). Because of this orientation, the PCEF 
relates student participation with almost all the domains of participation that I have described in 
Chapter 3. 
Binding decision-making 
 The curriculum aims to promote student participation in binding decision-making in the 
school and other contexts of pupils’ daily life. However, it seems to be restricted to involvement 
in the definition of common rules and definition of common problems. In regard to the former, 
Block I in second grade, for instance, establishes as an expected learning outcome that students 
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will participate “in the definition and modification of rules and agreements in their contexts of 
development” (SEP, 2007b, p. 33). In regard to the latter, the curriculum endorses pupils’ 
involvement in the definition of common problems and the design of strategies and courses of 
action. I will analyse this strand within the domain of participation Resolution of common 
problems. Beyond these two dimensions, student participation in binding decision-making seems 
to be absent in the program.  Student participation in school governance or curricular and 
pedagogical decisions is not found in the curricular documents. 
Conflict resolution 
In contrast with binding decision-making, the domain of conflict resolution is represented in the 
curriculum as a highly desirable area for student participation, both due to its centrality in the 
PFCE and the relevant role played by pupils. The PCEF’s pedagogical perspective is based on the 
development of eight civic competences, (SEP, 2007a: 10). Conflict resolution is one of them, 
and appears as a content to be worked in Blocks III and V in second grade.  
 On the one hand, the curricular treatment aims to help students to understand that conflict 
is an inherent part of human relations, because between persons and groups there are relations of 
authority, power, and influence. It is also an intrinsic element of a democratic life, because 
participants have different arguments and positions in regard to issues of common interest (SEP, 
2007b). On the other hand, the curriculum seeks to foster student participation in what Bickmore 
(2008) calls ‘peacemaking’. Student involvement is mainly oriented to define strategies and 
actions for solving conflicts in a non-violent way (SEP, 2007b, p. 40). The curricular perspective, 
however, does not include any reference to student involvement in ‘peacebuilding’: pupils’ 
participation in the construction of long-term policies and actions to overcome violence in school, 
and the causes of conflict. 
Classroom climate and knowledge construction  
One of the orienting principles in the PCEF is the construction of a “learning environment based 
on communication and dialogue” (SEP, 2007b, p. 18). It means that it is important to construct a 
favourable climate for communicating ideas that “enhance [students’] capacity of analysing and 
undertake decisions and commitments in a responsible way, with independence of external 
pressure.” (p. 18) Students also “will have the opportunity to generate, explore and modify 
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different strategies for learning to live together and solving different situations. The teacher has 
to stimulate [it] […] favouring students’ participation.”  
 However, these orientations do not include a clear engagement with favouring a 
classroom climate open to controversy and debate. Although there is a strong emphasis in 
dialogue and the construction of agreements as premises of participation, it is barely related to the 
process of knowledge construction in classroom. Controversy and debate in class do not appear 
as a pedagogical orientation, or as a procedural premise in regard to particular contents. For 
instance, in Block IV, third grade, the content is divided in three main themes: ‘Democracy as a 
historical process in contemporary societies’, ‘the organisation of the Mexican State’, and ‘the 
relationship between the citizenry and the authority: democratic participation’ (SEP, 2007b, pp. 
64-65). Even when such a thematic content includes highly controversial issues like the “ethical 
behaviour of government and political parties” (p. 66), neither in the content’s development, nor 
in the didactical suggestions, controversy and debate are considered. 
Resolution of common problems  
The Resolution of common problems constitutes the domain of participation more clearly 
identified in the curriculum. It is developed in the Rationale of the PCEF, Block IV in second 
grade, and Blocks II and IV in third grade. Due to the fact that the curriculum acknowledges that 
students belong to different communities, from school and family to the global human 
community, the program aims to promote student participation oriented to solve different 
problems across this range. Alongside, the curricular content endorses student involvement in 
different stages that I have characterised as: definition of common problems, design of strategies 
and courses of action, and its implementation. In order to present evidence of this curricular 
treatment around the resolution of common problems, Table 6.3 relates the communities to which 
participation is directed, and the stages of student involvement. 
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Table 6.3 Communities and stages for student participation in the resolution of common 
problems 
COMMUNITIES 
STAGES 
Definition of 
common problems 
Design of strategies and courses of 
action 
Implementation 
 
The school 
 
 
I [the student] 
search and analyse 
information in order 
to participate in 
public affairs in a 
free and and 
informed way. (SEP, 
2007a, p. 25) 
 
I [the student] 
investigate […] 
problems related to 
the attention to 
basic needs in the 
locality, the country 
and the world 
 
[To analyse] conflicts 
in the regional, 
national or 
international scale, 
which demand a 
collective 
participation […] 
(SEP, 2007b, p. 59) 
 
I [the student] 
develop requests 
and proposals 
about problems of 
collective interest, 
to be presented to 
school and local 
authorities (SEP, 
2007a, p. 25) 
 
To intervene in 
the elaboration 
of proposals and 
in the 
organisation of 
collective 
activities in order 
to improve the 
democratic life in 
[students’] milieu 
 
I [the student] 
take part in 
local and 
school 
organisations in 
order to 
intervene in 
problems of 
collective 
interest. 
(SEP, 2007a, p. 
26) 
 
 
 
I value my 
right to 
participate in 
affairs that 
contribute to 
the collective 
welfare 
(SEP, 2007a, 
p. 25) 
 
 
The locality 
 
 
 
 
The country 
 
 
  
The world 
 
Identity construction 
Lastly, the domain of Identity construction seems to be restricted to participation oriented to 
gender identification and gender equality. Even when adolescents’ identity is the main content of 
Block III in third grade, the expected learning outcomes involve identifying, acknowledging, 
analysing and to understand cultural diversity and their own identity. However, it does not 
encourage identity exploration and disclosure in students’ daily contexts. The school, for instance, 
is not represented in the curriculum as a place for practicing and openly showing the cultural 
diversity that students are encouraged to value and understand. However, in regard to gender 
identification, the PCEF establishes as one of the purposes of Block V, second grade, that 
students “will analyse the characteristics of relationships between men and women in the close 
milieu and will develop measures [...] to promote gender equality” (SEP, 2007b, p. 47). In order 
to do so, the curriculum encourages pupils to “formulate strategies which contribute to the 
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establishment of equitable relations between men and women in the family, school and locality.” 
(SEP, 2007a, p. 13) 
6.2.2 Agencies and repertoires for student participation: the curricular representation 
Students tend to be represented in the curriculum as the active actor of participation. However, 
the agencies through which such actions can be channelled are vaguely described. In fact, the 
only agency clearly defined in the curriculum is the political party. However, this institution 
offers few possibilities for effective student participation in the present. Political rights are 
reserved in the Mexican constitution for citizens over 18 years old, and although political parties 
have programs for adolescents, their repertoires for a more efficacious participation are 
exclusively for adult participants. For secondary students it is an agency for participation in the 
future. The lack of specification and the future oriented perspective not only entail pedagogical 
problems, but also contribute to a rather idealistic and distant representation of student political 
participation. 
 In regard to the repertoires of participation, the program stresses the following features: 
organised rather than spontaneous participation (SEP, 2007a, p. 21); attachment to legality (SEP, 
2007b, p. 11); and dialogue, agreement and consensus (SEP, 2007a, p. 24; 2007b, p. 24). These 
elements constitute what the curriculum name as fundamental premises of social and democratic 
participation. Such components suggest what is desirable to do when students get involve in 
participation.  
 Apart from these three main components, other characteristics regarding desirable 
repertoires are: no violence, and the exclusion of contentious forms of participation (SEP, 2007a, 
p. 14); decision-making through voting and elections (which also seems to be reserved for the 
future) (SEP, 2007a, pp. 10-11); face-to-face participation, and communication through Internet 
forums and social networks (SEP, 2007b, p. 24).  
 
  
154 
6.2.3 A summary of the desirable representation of student participation in school 
In this section I will sum up the curricular characterisation of student participation by using the 
same parameters included in the summary of the permissible representation (6.1.3). First, Table 
6.4 graphically presents the configurations between domains of participation, agencies and 
repertoires that the curriculum envisages for student involvement in school. After it, Table 6.5 
presents my own evaluation regarding different degrees of authenticity, autonomy and expected 
political efficacy in student participation.  
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TABLE 6.4 Desirable configurations of student participation in Mexico City’s secondary schools according to the curriculum 
DOMAINS OF 
PARTICIPATION 
                                                                                 AGENCIES REPERTOIRES 
 
 
ORGANISATION ACTORS’ COMPOSITION (Some characteristics) 
 FORMAL INFORMAL INDIVIDUAL COLLECTIVE SINGLE MIXED 
BINDING DECISION-
MAKING 
UNSPECIFIED 
 
 Organised participation (OP) 
 Decision-making through deliberation (DMD) 
and Decision-making through voting (DMV)  
 Performed through Dialogue (DI) and 
debate (DE). 
 Face to face interaction (FF). ICT and Mobile 
Technologies (MT) 
 Non-violent (NV) 
 Legal 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
 
UNSPECIFIED 
 
 
 OP 
 Lead by Teachers (LT) Lead by students (LS) 
 DMD and DMV 
 Performed through DI and DE 
 FF 
 NV 
 Legal 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY 
CLASSROOM CLIMATE AND 
KNOWLEDGE 
CONSTRUCTION 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY    ✓               OR           ✓ ✓  OR    ✓ 
 OP (SP) 
 LT or LS 
 DMD 
 Performed through DI and DE  
 FF 
 NV 
 Legal 
RESOLUTION OF COMMON 
PROBLEMS 
 
 
UNSPECIFIED 
 OP 
 LS and Lead by adults (LA) 
 Performed through practical action (PRA), 
DI and DE 
 FF and MT 
 NV 
 L 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY 
IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION 
(SUBJECTIVIZATION) 
 
 
UNSPECIFIED 
 
 OP  
 LS 
 Performed through PRA, DI and DE 
 FF 
 NV 
 L 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY 
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TABLE 6.5 Degrees of student participation across different domains according to the   
                    Curriculum of Civic and Ethical Formation 
 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO INVOLVEMENT 
OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF  
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS LEAD 
AND CONTROL 
 
 
Binding decision-
making LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Conflict resolution 
 
MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction  
 
LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
 
Resolution of 
common problems 
 
HIGH EFFICACY 
 
 
Identity 
construction NO EFFICACY  LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
 
    =   Proportion covered within the domain based on the potential model in    
    Chapter 5 
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6.2.4 Can the curricular representation of student participation in school be regarded 
as political? 
Having explored how student participation is represented in the curriculum, I am now able to 
evaluate to what extent it can be regarded as political. In contrast to the regulatory framework, 
the curriculum makes explicit reference to the notion of political participation. Simultaneously, 
as I have shown, participation without being explicitly political has a central role in the program. 
Accordingly, I will first explore how the curriculum characterises explicit political participation, 
and then I will analyse the possible political character of student involvement as it has already 
been described. 
 As mentioned before (2.1.2), the PCEF’s pedagogical perspective is based on the 
development of eight civic competences, the sixth of which is called Social and Political 
Participation, and it is explicitly defined in the program as follows: 
 Participation refers to the activities orientated to pursuing the welfare of a given collectivity 
through the mechanisms established in the law, in order to influence the decisions affecting 
all the members of the society. This participation is a necessary element for democratic life, 
and expresses itself in society’s organizations and in political entities such as the political 
parties.  
 In order to participate in the improvement of social life, students need to develop 
dispositions to construct agreements with others, to collaborate in collective actions in a 
responsible way, to efficiently communicate their judgement and perspective on different 
problems affecting the collectivity, and to formulate proposals and requests to persons or 
social and political institutions. (SEP, 2007a: 11) 
From this definition, social and political participation are not distinguishable from each other. 
They are merged into one concept. Indeed, the whole PCEF seems to evade the term political 
participation. These two words appear only twice through the whole document, and both times 
as “social and political participation”, whereas the term social participation appears 6 times. 
Additionally, participation is often presented as democratic participation. This concept has the 
same frequency in the PCEF that social participation (it appears 6 times). As in the case of the 
latter, the idea of democratic participation is not clearly defined; rather, it seems to be frequently 
used as a synonym of social participation.  
 In terms of explicit definitions, then, it is not clear what the curriculum means by political 
participation. However, according to how “social and political participation” are described as a 
  
158 
competence, it is possible to infer that social participation would “express itself in the society’s 
organizations”, whereas political participation would show itself in the “political entities as the 
political parties”. Similarly, through the former, students might formulate proposals and requests 
to “social institutions”, while through the latter these are directed to “political institutions”.  Thus, 
paradoxically, in an indistinctive definition of political and social participation, a particular 
domain of action separated from the social gives the political character to participation. This is a 
conception of the political as a distinctive arena (see 2.1.3).  
 Instead of being represented as a domain where sovereign decisions are taken as in 
Sartori’s view (see 2.1.3), the curriculum seems to emphasise one of the principal effects of such 
resolutions: the establishment of an order. The adjective political appears 34 times in the PFCE 
under thirteen different concepts. At least in eight of them (Democratic political system, Political 
constitution, Democratic political culture, Political institutions, State’s political organization, 
Country’s political organization, Political entities, and Political parties), which comprise 20 out 
of 34 references (58.82%), the political is related to order, organisation, rules or a normative 
domain. As such, the notion of Political constitution has the highest frequency, it comes out 
seven times in the PFCE. The remaining fourteen references to the word political appear under 
the concepts of Political rights, Political participation, Country’s political life, Solidarity as a 
political engagement, and Country’s political welfare. Within the constitutive dimension of the 
political order-conflict, there is a tendency in the curriculum to prioritise  political to prioritise 
the first pole.  
 From the thirteen concepts in which the word political is contained, only three are related 
to actors or possible agencies for political participation. Political rights refer to actors’ resources 
for taking action, whereas Political Institutions and Political Parties can be regarded as agencies. 
The idea of Political institutions is never developed in the curriculum, and the only concrete 
reference seems to be the political parties. Thus, the explicit references to the political also 
represent it as domain for a future student involvement.  
 If the explicit reference to political participation confines it to students’ future, the 
general curricular representation of student participation could hardly be seen as political: it does 
not engage students in a participation oriented to the construction of symmetrical power relations 
through which they can open their scope of possibilities in the school; it does not affirm a strong 
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presumption of equality for students, nor it is convincingly oriented to the enactment of such an 
entitlement. The desirable representation of student participation in school only sees the domain 
of Resolution of common problems as a space for a high quality of participation. Lastly, it 
disregards actions of resistance, while persuasion, reciprocity, and legitimation can be only 
enacted through the agencies and repertoires where dialogue, debate, agreement and consensus 
are allowed.  
 Thus, on the one hand the curriculum reserves political participation for students’ future, 
on the other hand, it only opens a narrow path within one domain of participation and through 
actions that correspond to a deliberative view on the political (see 2.1.4). 
 
6.3 Conclusions  
In this Chapter I have explored two strands of the normative representation of student 
participation in Mexico City’s secondary schools: the permissible and the desirable. In an ideal 
world one would expect that the desirable student participation would be strongly sustained by 
the permissible, because, among other things, the regulatory framework makes the desirable 
realistic and viable. Similarly, the normative as a whole should fulfill all the potentialities that 
theoretically the school can offer for authentic, autonomous and efficacious student participation.  
But this is not an ideal world, and while the three levels have some communalities, there are 
relevant inconsistencies among them. As a conclusion, I will point out five main discrepancies 
that have important implications for citizenship education in Mexico City’s secondary schools.  
1. One of the fundamental differences between the potential and the normative is that while the 
curriculum and the regulatory framework open some opportunities for student participation, 
they do not consider specific agencies with relevant properties for having an efficacious 
involvement in school. The legal framework significantly restricts student participation and 
drives them to a passive role, because pupils are not included in the agencies for binding 
decision-making and conflict resolution where other school actors have a voice. The Student 
Society is the only organ for pupils’ voice, but the lack of legal attributions and its single-
actor composition, significantly reduce its capacity of making a change, compared to the other 
agencies for participation in school. Likewise, the curriculum does not refer a single concrete 
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agency for participation in the school. To a certain extent, then, all the participatory 
experiences that the program seeks to develop in school become idealistic, because there are 
not expected and permissible agencies for their realisation.  
2. The idealistic character of the desirable is reinforced when some aspects of the curricular 
representation are not supported by the permissible. Figure 6.1 below presents a graphical 
synthesis of the three representations (potential, permissible and desirable) in relation to the 
degrees of authenticity, autonomy and efficacy across five domains of participation. It 
graphically captures the discrepancies and communalities between these three levels. The 
figure shows how the desirable provides a considerable degree of authenticity, autonomy and 
expected efficacy to student participation in the domains of Resolution of common problems 
and Conflict resolution; whereas the permissible does not allow student participation in these 
two domains with such properties. The curriculum, then, does not find a legal support for its 
expectations. How, for instance, will students be actively involved in the resolution of 
problems in the surrounding communities if they cannot go out of the school more than three 
times per year? The desirable again becomes idealistic. 
3. The comparison with the potential shows how the two strands of the normative representation 
do not include students in the domain of binding decision-making in school. While all the 
domains are important, not all of them are equally powerful in its capacity of having an 
impact in other areas of the school life or in the school as a whole. In this regard, binding 
decision-making is the most powerful domain of participation, because it is overlapped with 
the other four, and what happens there have an impact in other school actors, but mainly it 
significantly affects pupils. The permissible characterisation does not cover at all this domain, 
while the curriculum partially considers it. But without inclusion in the specific agencies 
where other school actors made the decisions, a partial consideration is strongly idealistic. It 
corroborates a tendency pointed out by authors like Fielding (2004) and Whitty and Wisby 
(2007): the dominant character of a favourable discourse about student participation, with 
which government and school authorities have to comply, frequently confines students either 
to simulative forms of participation, or to participatory activities in domains where the 
school’s mechanisms of decision-making, power distribution, and power relations, are not 
modified. 
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4. Closely related to the previous insight, it is important to note how the normative 
representation both in its permissible and desirable strands includes a discourse about 
democracy as a way of life, inclusion, participation and children’s rights.  These references 
normally appear in the form of very general statements, presented as ends of secondary 
education or broad orientations. This is how the normative complies with the dominant 
politically correct discourse. However without clear opportunities for its practical 
achievement it remains utopian. 
5. Finally, I have shown that apart from a narrow path that the curriculum opens to the political, 
the normative representation shows a rather a-political involvement of students in school. Any 
conception on the political related to participation cannot find its realisation in a 
representation where students are confined to a passive role, such as the permissible 
characterisation. Additionally, the curriculum portraits the political as a distant scenario for 
students. On the one hand, it is a domain for future participation; on the other hand, its 
idealistic character does not provide a credible representation of student involvement where 
some of the attributes of the political become recognisable. 
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Figure 6.1 Degrees of participation across five domains: a comparison between the potential, the permissible and the desirable 
I. THE POTENTIAL 
 
 
DOMAINS OF    PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION 
NO INVOLVEMENT OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF  PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED AND INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY INVOLVEMENT STUDENTS LEAD AND CONTROL 
 
Binding decision-making 
 
 
HIGH EFFICACY 
 
Conflict resolution 
 
 
 
Classroom climate and Knowledge 
construction   
 
Resolution of common problems 
 
 
 
Identity construction 
  
 
II. THE PERMISSIBLE 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO 
INVOLVEMENT 
OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF  
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS 
LEAD AND 
CONTROL 
 
Binding decision-
making LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
Conflict resolution 
LOW EFFICACY    
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction  
MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
Resolution of 
common problems 
LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
Identity 
construction  
LOW-MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
III. THE DESIRABLE 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO 
INVOLVEMENT OR 
SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF  
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS LEAD 
AND CONTROL 
 
Binding decision-
making LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
Conflict resolution  
MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction  LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
Resolution of 
common problems 
 
HIGH EFFICACY 
 
Identity construction 
NO EFFICACY  LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
     = Proportion covered within the domain 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: Students’ (a)political participation:  A representation of its practice in school 
CHAPTER SEVEN 
Students’ (a)political participation:  
A representation of its practice in school 
 
Introduction 
In Chapter 6 I explored the normative representation of pupils’ involvement in school. The 
analysis was based on the model of potential configurations of student participation developed in 
Chapter 3. In this chapter I will also use that model to scrutinise how students represent their 
own participation in school. If the normative was constituted by the permissible and the 
desirable, this chapter deals with the representation of the ‘real’ student participation in school. 
Although the analysis is based on students’ representations, I also use the data from the 
interviews with teachers of Civic and Ethical Formation, and the principals from the two 
different schools were my qualitative fieldwork took place. I see these viewpoints as a reference 
for a better understanding of students’ perspective.  
 Similarly to Chapter 6, my analysis is organised in three main sections: a) students’ 
involvement in the four domains of participation in school, b) students’ agencies and repertoires, 
and c) the degree of authenticity, autonomy and efficacy in students’ involvement in school. A 
forth section in this chapter focuses on what I call the lack of political opportunities for student 
participation. It emphasises the correspondence between how pupils’ participation is conceived 
in the regulatory framework (the permissible) and how, according to participants’ views, it is 
enacted in school. This section considers how the current state of student participation fits into a 
wider picture of Mexico City’s secondary schools.  
 The chapter concludes emphasising five main findings: 1) Students’ participation in 
school is sporadic and limited. 2) There is a lack of agencies for effective participation and the 
most important of them, the Student Society, is extremely weak. Such a weakness is partially a 
consequence of considering the Student Society primarily as a learning space. 3) The desirable 
student participation has been discursively appropriated, while imperceptible in practice. Instead, 
the practice of student participation seems to enact the permissible: the way in which it is 
conceived in the regulatory framework. 4) The state of pupils’ participation is functional to 
current school priorities and to the maintenance of a differential distribution of power among 
school actors. 5) There is a lack of political opportunities in school, which suppresses the 
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possibility of student political participation. Such conditions disempower students in regard to 
other school actors, which in turn promote political disengagement.  
   
 
7.1 Domains of participation in school: representations from practice 
7.1.1 Binding decision-making 
In the third workshop with students in the rural school, I shared with them the following excerpt, 
drawing on Apple and Bean (2007a): 
Leonel: …There are some schools where students get involved in decision-making […] In a 
democratic school adults and children make decisions together. They decide which courses have to 
be taught, which rules are necessary, teachers’ appointments, and to an individual level, each 
student decides whether to attend class, what clothes does she wear, and how to use her free time.  
Let’s say this happens in some exceptional schools, but how far do you think is your school from 
this? 
 
Students together: A lot! (Laughing)  
 
This response sums up students’ representation of their own participation in school, it is an 
organising principle: pupils’ political participation in school is sporadic and restricted. Probably 
the domain in which such a constrained involvement is more evident is participation in Binding 
decision-making. A first indicator of it is the distribution of students’ score to the following 
summative index. I constructed it by adding their seven responses to the question: In your school, 
to what extent students’ opinion is considered in decision-making on the following issues? a) 
The way in which courses are taught, b) Courses’ content, c) Learning materials and resources, 
d) Courses’ timetable, e) Classroom rules, f) school rules, g) Extracurricular activities (for 
instance, visiting a museum). Students were asked to respond to every option in a four-point 
Likert scale: Very Much – Somewhat - Not Really - Not at All. 
 The summative index was rescaled into a 0-10 scale, where 0 means that students’ 
opinion does not count at all, and 10 that it is very much considered. The Mean of students’ 
responses was 4.48, the Median 4.28, and the Mode 3.33. 1.4% of students scored 10, and 4.2% 
0. This distribution suggests that according to pupils’ representation, students’ voice is barely 
considered in regard to those issues.  
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 Regarding decision-making in curricular and pedagogical decisions, school and 
classroom rules, and school governance, this sporadic participation was acknowledged by 
students, teachers and one of the principals. When I asked pupils in the urban school if they have 
taken part in decisions about the school, one of them answered that before the current principal,  
there was one meeting with the principal and the deputy head teacher, and some teachers asked us 
our point of view, and all together made a decision. For instance, the school needed an equipped 
facility for the French course, […] So, all of us reached an agreement and made decisions.   
 
At the time I undertook this workshop, these students were in the third (last) grade of secondary 
education. They had been in that school for two years and a half, and she could only recall one 
meeting related to decision-making for school governance.  
 Similarly, it seems that students rarely participate in curricular and pedagogical 
decisions: 
Leonel: How opened are teachers to your contributions to what should be taught? Have you ever 
proposed any topic you want to learn? 
Pedro: Just one teacher. Well, in my class, with the teacher of chemistry, we told him what we want 
to work with […] and he allowed us to do that. But it is just one. 
 
In the rural school, these limited participatory experiences become even scarcer when we start 
talking about school governance and school rules: 
Maria: We talk, but we aren’t listened as it should be. Our opinions, points of view, and everything 
we say stays in the air, because we aren’t listened. They [principal and teachers] say: “ok”, “we 
know you say that”, but they don’t take it into account, they do nothing with it. 
 
_____________ 
 
Leonel: How are the rules and norms to be followed in the school or classroom decided? 
Ana: Through agreements among the authorities with the highest responsibility, in this case the 
principal, the sub principal, and other authorities that make the school’s regulations that we have 
to comply.  
 
Students and teachers share the idea that most of school’s rules have been already established by 
government entities outside of the school, for instance, the Secretariat of Public Education 
(SEP):  
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Leonel: How do you perceive the school environment for students been able to make decisions, to be 
listened in relation to things that affect them?  
Teacher rose: I think it is very difficult, because of the regulation from the Secretariat of Public 
Education. 
 
______________ 
Leonel: How do you decide rules and norms in the school?  
Pedro: The principal, I think. Because […] in the first [week] the regulations are given to us, and 
those are the valid ones for the whole school year. 
Leonel: And who decide those regulations? 
Moises: The SEP [Secretariat of Public Education], I think. 
Pedro: Yes 
 
Due to the centralised school regulation, the classroom becomes a slightly more flexible space 
for student participation in decision-making regarding the rules to be followed: 
Leonel: In classroom, what other rules do you have? […] How are they decided? 
Moises: As a group 
Mario: Between all of us, it is the only occasion where we interact […]. 
Leonel: And which rules...? 
Mario: Normally they are always the same: no trash…  
Carmen: No food 
Pedro: No food, no water… 
Moises: No cell phones, no yelling… 
Leonel: But, do you decide as a group? 
Carmen: Some of them… 
Pedro: Or, for example, some teachers bring their rules, we read them, and they tell us: would you 
like to add something else? 
Mario: But it never really happens 
Leonel: And other school’s rules in general, not only in classroom. […] Do you decide all together? 
Mario: No 
Leonel: How are they established? 
Moises: They just give them to us. 
Mario: We don’t decide, they don’t ask our opinion […]. 
 
As acknowledged by students in the urban school, the possibility of student involvement in the 
definition of classroom’s rules depends on the teacher, and normally the teacher has already 
decided most of them as well as the process through which these are established. As Teacher 
Ivan from the same school says: “I give them the rules, but I explain them, and if there is any 
problem, if there is any inconformity, we talk about it. But I give the reasons. It is not that we do 
what I say, but “look boys this is the reason…”.   
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 In regard to school governance and definition of common problems, it seems that there is 
a lack of student participatory practices and effective mechanisms for inclusion in decision-
making. When I asked the principal from the urban school about whether there were real 
opportunities for students to have influence in decisions about the school, she said: 
I think we are not used to it. […] We don’t even have in mind that they take a decision through a 
sort of survey, to see what is the most important decision we should make in the school? How do 
we want to approach a given problem? How we would like that the school shows itself to the 
community? What are the things that make us uncomfortable? […] We are not willing to 
participate. This participation doesn’t happen. 
 
The absence of that participatory tradition is not exclusive of this school. The case of the rural 
one reveals that it reaches students’ participation in the formal agencies in which they might 
have a voice, like the School Technical Council. As teacher Elias shared with me,  
There have been occasions in the school council’s meetings, where the representative of the 
student society has attended […], because there are issues to be treated that involve them, not only 
the teacher community. […] It’s limited, it’s true, but during the process, the days in which it takes 
place, we realised that the awareness of the importance of participation is developed. 
 
According to Elias, it is not necessary that students participate in every meeting of the School 
Technical Council, because there are issues that do not concern to them. In his view, this 
sporadic participation somehow seems to be enough for developing a participatory practice. 
 Thus, students, teachers, and one of the principals, concur in a representation of a limited 
and intermittent pupil participation in binding decision-making, which do not necessary convey 
a negative judgement for all of them.  
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Graph 7.1 Percentage of decisions made per school actor according to students’  
       perception. Mean comparison over 100% 
 
  
 If from students’ perspective they have a sporadic participation in binding decision-
making, who makes these decisions, and how are they distributed among different school actors? 
In the survey questionnaire, I asked pupils to represent this distribution in a hypothetical 
scenario.  They had to suppose that one hundred decisions with an impact in the whole school 
had been made in the last year. They were asked to respond, how many of them would have been 
made by the principal, teachers, parents and students. In Graph 7.1, I present a comparison 
between the means of students’ responses per school actor. As noticed, students as a single actor 
have the lowest percentage of decisions made in the school, but decisions taken between these 
four actors are even fewer. What I found in the interviews with the principals is that they have a 
constant dialogue with teachers and parents separately. At the end, decisions tend to be made by 
head teachers, but teachers and parents are consulted or informed. In contrast, students are rarely 
included in those meetings.  
7.1.2 Conflict resolution 
During the time of my fieldwork in the urban school, the principal shared with me that they were 
implementing a program, jointly with an NGO, called “girls and boys raise the voice”. One of 
the main goals of it was to reduce violent conflict resolution in the school by promoting the 
figure of students as mediators in their own conflicts. This was the only reference that I was able 
to collect, in which pupils have an active responsibility in conflict solving.  
The principal Teachers Parents Students All together
53.08% 
41.83% 
30.44% 
26.39% 
17.67% 
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 What prevails in students, teachers and principals’ testimonies is a hierarchized process 
of resolution, where pupils have a passive role. Depending on the conflict’s magnitude, a few of 
them may be solved among students, but normally the first instance is the teacher. The teacher 
either solves it, or takes the students to the prefects or school counsellors. From there, it can go 
to the deputy head teacher, and finally to the principal. In those different stages, there is always 
the possibility of calling students’ parents in order to find a joint solution. Miriam, a student in 
the rural school, describes an example of this hierarchized process of conflict solving: 
Sometimes Jimena [a prefect] solves the problems. If someone goes to Jimena, you know that she’s 
going to mediate the problem […]. Sometimes when the problem is big, she takes us with teacher 
Iris or teacher Marian [school counsellors], and if it’s really big, with the principal. 
 
Teachers, prefects, counsellors, deputy head teachers, principals and parents, sometimes play the 
role of mediators, as in the case of Jimena. Other times, they act as decision-makers: a sort of 
juries or judges that decide the way in which the conflict has to be solved. Frequently, such ways 
convey a punitive of threatening resolution, as exemplified in the following experience that 
Pedro recalls: 
Last year I had a problem with a teacher. […] He called my father […]. We were almost finishing 
talking to the teacher about the problem, and then another teacher saw that my father was there, 
and he started to talk to him. The sub principal came and spoke to them also... and I got suspended 
[…] because they told him that I was doing nothing, and the sub principal was listening, and she 
said: “yes he’s doing nothing, if he want to be seated, let’s send him to home.” And I got 
suspended two days. 
 
In Workshop 3, I asked students to share with me the most serious conflict they had faced in 
school. Many of them took the form of a hierarchized process of resolution with a punitive or 
threatening ending, where students, as in the case of Pedro, often play a passive role. When 
threats appear, they mostly refer to possible punitive actions, like reports, suspensions or a 
reduction in their marks. Considering Bickmore’s (2008) typology of conflict resolution (see 
3.1.1.2), these cases illustrate actions of peacekeeping, where resolutions frequently involve a 
certain degree of coercion, and seem to be aimed to contain rather than solving conflicts. Instead, 
the reported experiences of mediation would be examples of peacemaking, and the program 
“girls and boys raise the voice” would exemplify a process of peacebuilding, at least in regard to 
its attempt of constructing a longue durée procedure for reducing violence in school. According 
to students’, teachers’ and principals’ representations, experiences decrease from peacekeeping 
to peacebuilding, being the former the dominant type.  
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 I have analysed some aspects of conflict resolution between students, but pupils’ 
potential participation in school would also include their involvement in conflict solving among 
other school actors. This scenario seems to be out of the scope of students, teachers and 
principals’ representations. A vivid example was a conflict in the rural school that took place 
during the days I was trying to have access to the school.  The first day I intended to meet the 
principal, I could not enter the school because there was a parents’ demonstration just outside of 
it. They were demanding the principal’s resignation. Parents totally disagreed with what they 
called her authoritarian style, and practices of corruption in the direction of the school. Teachers 
were divided; some of them supported the principal while others agreed with parents’ demands. 
The conflict lasted a couple of weeks and included some violent events. Parents were determined 
to turn the principal out.  Classes were interrupted, the Secretariat of Public Education had to 
intervene, the principal was replaced, and the news regarding the problem appeared in one of the 
main national newspapers. According to teacher Elias, this was the most serious conflict faced 
by the school since he works there, seventeen years ago. It was a severe conflict involving 
parents, teachers and authorities as the protagonists, but with an impact in students. Even though, 
from pupils’ perspective, they were mostly excluded from the dispute and during the process of 
its resolution. According to the current principal, they were “manipulated” and “used” by the 
parties in conflict. However, her strategy for solving this conflict was also exclusive. At the end, 
she received a divided school, and had to carry out an intense dialogue with parents and teachers 
in different meetings, where students did not have a place. Indeed, the new principal made an 
extraordinary work of dialogue and peacemaking, in which students, however, did not play an 
active role. 
 
7.1.3 Classroom climate and knowledge construction 
The classroom seems to be a slightly better place for promoting pupils’ involvement. Students’ 
representations in relation to a classroom climate open to controversy and debate, and the 
possibility of having a voice in knowledge construction, support this idea. In Question 19 from 
the survey questionnaire, students were asked about the frequency of different situations related 
to controversy, debate and knowledge construction when social and political issues are discussed 
in classroom.  These are: a) Students feel free to disagree openly with their teachers during class, 
b) Students are encouraged to make up their own minds, c) Teachers encourage students to 
express their opinions d) Students bring up current political events for discussion in class, e) 
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Students feel free to express opinions in class even when their opinions are different from most 
of the other students during class, f) Teachers encourage students to discuss different issues 
about which people have different opinions, g) Teachers present several sides of an issue when 
explaining it in class. Students had to respond in a four-point Likert scale: Always -Sometimes – 
Rarely – Never. In order to present an overall picture related to students’ answers to all the 
statements in this question, I developed a summative index, ranging from 0 (never) to 10 
(Always). The Mean of students’ score in the index was 7 (Standard deviation = 1.56); the 
Median and the Mode were 7.1. 24 students scored 10, and none of them scored 0 (N= 811. 
Missing= 17). Thus, the majority of students would be located almost in the Sometimes category.  
 Seen as an indicator, it signifies that this domain of participation would constitute the 
space that provides more opportunities for student participation. However, from a qualitative 
perspective the possibility of having a favourable climate in classroom seems to depend on the 
pedagogical and didactical style of each teacher: 
Pedro: Some teachers don’t have a good plan for their classes. They kind of improvise, and are very 
repetitive. They come and say: “dictation”. They underline the book and start dictating. I mean it’s 
not even interactive […] and everybody is writing, while learning nothing. 
______________ 
Adrian: Teachers’ procedure is wrong, because sometimes there’re teachers that don’t explain. Or 
you tell him “could you explain this”, […] but he doesn’t give you a complete explanation. […] I 
mean, instead of satisfying your question, the uncertainty becomes bigger. 
 
Ana: the maths teacher, for example, […] if you tell him: “explain me”, he says: “seat down, [I’ll 
explain it] in a moment”. And you tell him again “please, could you explain it?” And he tells you 
back: “just a second”. But he only explains the easy part, […] and if he sees someone who has 
already answered, even wrong, he says: “ just copy the response from him or her”. […] And, 
supposedly, he’s our teacher! 
 
These two examples, the first in the urban school and the second in the rural one, illustrate how 
controversy and debate might not be a generalised practice. They explain the meaning of the 
previous quantitative result: the ‘sometimes’ response would mean that such encouraging 
environment is highly dependent on teachers’ personal pedagogical and didactical styles. 
7.1.4 Resolution of common problems 
In workshop 3 I asked students about the problems they perceive in the school. From their 
perspective, these go from a lack of material for educational activities, the state of the school’s 
facilities: scarce equipment and the bad condition of spaces for educational purposes (like the 
 
172 
libraries); cleaning and school maintenance problems; to teachers’ pedagogical styles, and the 
general quality of their education. In all these areas, pupils gave me a variety of specific 
examples.  Conversely, experiences of student involvement in actions aiming to solve these 
problems were scarce. The main reason they offered is that some of the solutions do not depend 
on them; teachers, the principal and the Secretariat of Public Education are responsible of the 
quality of teaching and education in general, the funds needed to improve the school’s facilities, 
and some of the cleaning and maintenance problems. The few experiences of students’ 
participation were related to this last domain, particularly with keeping the school cleaned and 
reporting any damage to the school building and the facilities. There are two ways in which they 
contribute to it: by taking individual action, which means being careful with the resources and 
facilities, and do not drop trash inside the school; and through representation via the chief of 
class:  
Pedro: For instance, when you get into the classroom and it is dirty, the chief of the class [a student] 
makes a note and takes it to the principal. Or every time one finds graffiti or something like that, 
they do the same[..] 
Leonel: And, is he the only responsible? 
Moses : Yes, he is the one that gets there, makes the note and goes with the principal 
 
 
In regard to participation oriented to solving problems within the surrounding communities, only 
one student in the rural school (Adrian) was involved, with members of his family, in the 
protection of the large green spaces in the area where he lives. But this was a personal activity 
not related with the school. Although environmental pollution, poverty and corruption were 
identified by students as local, national and global problems, they could not recalled any single 
experience within the school life, aimed to participate in their resolution. A quantitative 
approach to community participation corroborates this minimum level of involvement. Question 
34 in the questionnaire asked pupils if they have ever done five activities related to such 
participation:. Following the desirable student participation presented in the curriculum, I 
included activities directed to the local and the international communities. They had three 
options as an answer in each activity: 1) Yes, I’ve done this within the last twelve months, 2) Yes 
I’ve done this, but more than a year ago, and 3) I’ve never done this before. I constructed a 
summative index of students’ responses to all the activities, which goes from 0, meaning they 
have never done any of these activities, to 10, meaning they have done all of them within the last 
year. The Mean of students’ responses was 2.5 (Std. Deviation= 2.5). The large standard 
deviation is explained, in part, because the Mode was 0, with 254 students. In contrast, only ten 
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respondents scored 10. A T-test showed that there is a statistically significant difference 
(p=.000) between the Means of the activities oriented to the local and international communities, 
the former being 12.46% higher than the latter. According to a second T-test that took students 
in the rural and urban schools as independent samples, there is not a significant difference in the 
Means of both groups in regard to participation in the local, but the Mean of the students in the 
urban schools is 5.83% higher than pupils’ in the rural area (p=.000) in relation to participation 
in the international activities.  
 In spite of these differences, the quantitative results confirm how scarce pupils’ 
participation in community problems is. Certainly, students’ responses do not specify if such a 
rare participation was coordinated with the school. But, according to the qualitative findings, it is 
very unlikely that it is the case. 
7.1.5 Identity construction 
In Chapter 6, I pointed out that the legal framework does not seem to be restrictive in regard to 
students’ identity disclosure. However, it leaves some relevant decisions to the school authorities 
related to the meaning of ‘decency’, ‘decorum’, and an ‘adequate conduct’. In my qualitative 
fieldwork I found that, in fact, students’ participation in the domain of Identity construction 
depends on teachers and principals’ discretion. In the urban school, for instance, the principal 
seems more open-minded in regard to students’ appearance. She told me that there are some 
people in the school, and even parents, that have an old-fashioned idea about students in the 
school: 
They all have to be seated, silent and writing. The boys don’t need to have an ‘out of bed’ hairstyle. 
[But] at the end they don’t learn through the hair, or because they have an expensive or a cheaper 
jacket, isn’t it? I don’t agree with those ideas. For me it is important that students come and be 
happy, that come to me and tell me what is their situation, independently if there is a regulation on 
the uniform, or not. 
 
Her view on student appearance corresponds to a receptive criterion in regard to some students’ 
proposals that have to do with identity disclosure:  
Students say: “I want a Valentine’s day with a DJ, an expert that plays music with the speakers 
very loud that we can really dance.” And if it’s possible I do it. I consider their opinion. […] For 
me it’s very important that students have a real opinion to which we are really receptive. 
 
In contrast, the principal in the rural school said to me the following: 
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[…] For the student’s day they are used to bring music and dance for five hours and that’s it. […] 
In this kind of things […] I disagree, because I feel that the school has to promote another kind of 
culture to be projected in them [the students]. I like more sports rallies, organised games, […] 
etcetera. And yes, yes, music, but not five hours! Maybe just one hour. Last year we did that, they 
told me:  
-We know some rock bands […]  
-Ok perfect. We bring them, I said. 
-How much time [do we have]? 
-One hour.  
 
While in the urban school the principal seems to be more receptive to students’ initiatives in 
regard to artistic expressions and recreational activities, the head teacher in the rural one 
considers that they are somehow culturally inappropriate to a school.  The reason for limiting 
students’ music and dance seems to be that the school has to promote another culture, not theirs. 
Instead of doing so without excluding pupils’ identity expressions, the principal sees a school 
where such manifestations have to be contained. This view gives an inferior character to students’ 
culture compared to the one that the school “has to promote”, but it would be extremely difficult 
to sustain the cultural superiority of ‘sports rallies’ or ‘organised games’ over pupils’ music and 
dance. This explains why during Workshop 3 students in the rural school complained about this 
restriction. The lack of justification turns this decision into an authoritarian resolution that sends 
the message that the school is not an space for students’ music.  
 While in the urban school some students complain about ‘conservative’ points of view 
and ‘non-sense’ restrictions coming from certain teachers, in the rural one, students’ opinions 
reflect a rather general restrictive school atmosphere in regard to their appearance: 
Adrian: here they exaggerate everything: […] your uniform, everything, everything, […] your t-
shirt, everything. 
María: for instance, [with] the boys there’s always something with the hair; for us, the same, the 
nails, the hair, the socks, the shoes, the tennis… 
Leonel: And who of you has been warned for her appearance, and why? 
Adrian: My shoes 
Victor: My shoes and my hair 
Leonel. And what do they tell you? 
Victor: That it’s too long 
Adrian: It’s long, but we are not becoming maniacs or rebels for having long hair  
Leonel: And what do they tell you?  
Adrian: That we need to cut it, because we are children from a decent school.  
Miriam: […] Supposedly boys have to come to school well, if not, they threaten them with cutting 
their hair here in the school. 
Adrian: Yes, they will call the mother to help us with the hair cut 
Leonel: And how do you respond?  
Adrian: We tell them “no”, that we disagree with that, but they never listen to us. 
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The pronoun ‘they’ seems to represent teachers and school’s authorities, which are rather strict 
with students’ look, and usually relate it with decency. But it does not make sense for students, 
because in fact it is difficult to rationally justify why their own identity expressed in some 
features of their appearance would be indecent.  
 The two cases, then, illustrate how opportunities for pupils’ participation in this domain 
of participation depend deeply on the principal and teachers’ criteria.  
 
7.2 Agencies and repertoires of student participation in school 
Having explored students’ involvement in the different domains of participation in school, in this 
section I will analyse how participants represent students’ agencies and repertoires for 
participation. In regard to the former, the principals, pupils and teachers concur in representing 
two main agencies for student participation in school: the Student Society (SS) and the chiefs of 
class. The first is a formal organisation legally regulated (see 6.1.2) and with a pre-established 
hierarchized composition, whose positions and roles are stable over time, independently of the 
individual characteristics of its temporal members. The second is rather an informal 
representational agency. They act as representatives of the class before the principal. There are 
usually two chiefs of class per group who work jointly without a pre-established hierarchy and 
division of labour between them. The role of the chiefs of class is not established in the 
regulations. 
7.2.1 Student society 
 In Chapter 6, I showed how the regulatory framework presents the SS. I pointed out that 
this agency is primarily understood as a space for learning rather than being an organ for 
decision-making and participation. I also mentioned that its lack of legal attributions, functions 
and prerogatives, along with its structural composition, make this agency the less powerful in 
school; and I stressed that its capacity of producing a change was very limited. As an example of 
how the normative dimension can strongly shape the practice, I found in my qualitative research 
that all these findings are actually quite real.  
 During Workshops 2 and 3 with students in both schools, I realised that pupils 
discredited both the SS and the process for electing the student representatives who chair it. 
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They were rather sceptical about the efficacy that this organ might have.  I present the following 
excerpts from the urban and the rural schools respectively, as an illustration of students’ 
incredulity on the efficacy of this agency: 
Leonel: So, what are the planillas28 for? 
Supposedly they are for improving the school 
Moses: but it doesn’t work 
Leonel […] why? 
Moses: they did nothing; they said there would be mirrors in the toilets, but it didn’t happen 
All: Yes, nothing. 
 
_____________ 
 
Leonel: So, if we think about the school’s problems, have you done something to solve them? 
Miriam and Ana: We? Nothing. 
Adrian: Supposedly that’s why we vote for the planilla 
Karina: But they do nothing 
Ana: Yes they do nothing. Well two years ago I think we have more control 
[…] 
Adrian: Yes, if we noticed something wrong we left it to the planilla and they tried to fix it. But now 
the planilla sucks, they do nothing, simply nothing. 
Leonel: And… two years ago the planilla was better, they tried to solve some problems? 
All: Yes 
Leonel: And how did they try to solve the problem 
Some students: with the principal 
Ana: they talked to the principal 
Laura: they were like our intermediaries. There were some requests like… obviously impossible [to 
be realised] […] but anyway; they tried to solve things, to look after us. 
 
 
These two examples illustrate how the Student society in many ways does not represent a 
reliable and effective body for student voice. In the case of the rural school, students 
acknowledge that its relative efficacy is highly dependent on who the representatives are, and 
how seriously they play that role. I use the term relative efficacy because, although every agency 
of participation depends on its current members, such dependence can be undermined with 
objective mechanisms aimed at strengthening its capacities in a more durable way. One of those 
mechanisms in the case of student participation is to assure either that their representational 
bodies have a guaranteed voice in the organs of decision making in school, or that those bodies 
have some established prerogatives in certain domains of the school life. However, it seems that 
students’ participation through their representatives, depends on the possibility of having a talk 
                                                 
28
 They usually refer to the student society as “planillas” or “planilla”, because these “planillas” play the 
role of parties in the elections. However, even when the elections are finished they still refer to the student 
representatives in the society as the “planilla”. 
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with the principal.  On the one hand, this is the most they can do; they do not have the 
prerogative of taking action in some areas of their concern. On the other hand, this mechanism 
seems highly dependent on individual wills: the principal’s and the representatives’. For instance, 
if the latter do not take this path, it is very likely that the student society disappears de facto, 
because they have no obligations in the regulatory framework, and they are not formally 
included in the organs of decision-making. Additionally, the unregulated and direct relationship 
between students and the principal, while might have some advantages for the former, is a highly 
asymmetrical power relation. One of the advantages of formal agencies for effective student 
participation is that they can provide some mechanisms for reducing this asymmetry, like the 
mediation of other school actors, the possibility of establishing alliances with them, and some 
pre-established prerogatives for pupils, to which they can appeal. But the SS lacks of these 
characteristics. 
 The SS, then, is highly vulnerable. Due to this fact, it is prone to be treated as a “game”, 
as a parody of the national political realm, as a formative exercise, or as a regulatory requirement 
that has to be accomplished:  
Leonel: Have you ever take part in an election? 
Miriam: Yes, to elect some students […] We had to elect the representatives in the Student society 
[…] they gather together and count the votes…and supposedly there’s democracy […] 
Leonel: And why you say “supposedly” 
Miriam:[raising her shoulders] because it’s like a game. 
_________________ 
Teacher Ivan: […] no matter how much you explain to them that it [the elections for the student 
representatives] has to be an electoral process, and what generates the votes are the proposals, 
they [the student candidates] do the same [as in politics]: they give a candy [to the students], 
promises that are unrealistic […], illogical things. Then, the exercise can be good […] if they 
understand […] the power they have to pick up someone who represents them […] it is a good 
exercise. But we always fall in the absurd. At the end, this [thing] they do here is what happens 
outside, isn’t it? […] a [political] party convince us but it give us proposals that sometimes are 
unrealistic. 
 
 
_________________ 
Principal in the urban school: I say that it is... a simulacrum. 
Leonel: ... a mock... 
Principal: A simulacrum of teaching them to make democracy. Teach them to choose who is your 
representative. […] However, we give us the task of doing so in order to meet… to comply with 
the requirement. If this Student society would truly work, if we really wish that students would 
have participation, they should be present in all the decisions at the school, isn’t it? […] But 
haven’t been able to do so. 
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The principal says that they “haven’t been able to do so”. Why? One of the reasons she gave me 
is that teachers do not like to have students in their discussions or debates, when they give an 
opinion, or when they are questioned about their performance. Similarly, she says, students do 
not like to be observed by a teacher when they are having a meeting, and “I don’t like the idea of 
having you, teacher, in my reunions with other authorities.” This illustrates a fragmented 
practice of decision-making and discussion about school’s problems. It is a recurrent way of 
avoiding inclusive dialogue, which confirms students’ perception of how are decisions made in 
school. As shown previously in Graph 7.1, the rarest case is decisions made by all together.  
 The principal’s explanation, however, is also one of the expected consequences of the 
normative conception of student participation. According to the regulatory framework, the SS 
only comprises a single collective actor: the students. In contrast with the Parents Association, 
which has also a single-actor composition, the members of the Student Society are not included 
in the agencies constituted with mixed individual and collective participants. It means that from 
the normative (permissible) domain some conditions are established for avoiding dialogic and 
inclusive decision-making.  
  Another expected consequence from the normative framework is the unrealistic 
character of the SS. As I shown in Chapter 6, it is primarily defined as a pedagogical space. Its 
main goals represent a view on students predominantly as learners, rather than adolescents 
entitled with the right to participate in all the decisions affecting their lives. Because of this, it 
has no prerogatives, attributions, or functions. Certainly, as the principal acknowledges, it is a 
requirement; every secondary school must have one. Its aim, however, is to be a place for 
learning through “a simulacrum” of democracy and student voice, rather than being an 
efficacious channel for student participation. Students go to school to learn something, not to 
decide.  
 Paradoxically, according to the participants’ testimonies, the Student Society is not the 
place for a significant learning. As the research on situated learning has shown, in such 
processes the learner’s motivation is to have an authentic participation in the “doing” (S. 
Chaiklin & Lave, 1996; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1990; Daniel Schugurensky, 2006). The 
learner is not oriented by a primary interest on learning, and the activities occur without an 
explicit intention of constructing it. It is participation in authentic practices that entails a 
significant learning and not simulated practices strongly oriented to generate learning processes. 
It means that the SS has to be first an authentic channel for students’ high quality participation. 
Once it becomes a real and an attractive “doing” for pupils, then the expected learning will be 
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more likely to emerge. In this logic, students should be seen first as adolescents with the right to 
participation, then as learners. 
 Far from being a learning space, many times it is rather an opportunity for mocking 
democracy and participation, for having fun around students’ real representation on the political 
(see 5.2.1): corruption, self-interest, false promises. 
7.2.2 Chiefs of class 
In regard to the chiefs of class, they have the same repertoires than the student representatives in 
the SS. However, the chiefs of class appear more as a channel of communication between the 
principal and students, rather than an informal agency through which pupils can have a voice in 
decision making, or effectively channelled some of their demands.  
 Based on the following extract from my interview with the principal in the urban school, 
the elections of the chiefs of class are far from being an authentic and autonomous repertoire for 
student participation. They are chosen by collective decision, but highly oriented by teachers and 
principal’s interests; although for her it is as an “open way” of decision-making:  
Principal: They [the students] choose them. In the classroom we make a meeting with the tutor, the 
[teacher that] accompanies them throughout the year in all their subjects. […] You, as an adult 
lead, and the teacher leads the group towards choosing a particular person that meets some 
characteristics: responsible, who is no talebearer, [I mean] the little buddy who is always writing 
down everything and then come [to me]... It’s like a position of popular election. Among 
themselves they decide who is the Chief and Deputy Chief and they are our monitors for all the 
activities. […]  They decide it through that open way within the group. 
 
 
7.2.3 Repertoires of student participation in school 
In relation to the repertoires of participation, these can be deduced from the previous analysis on 
the agencies as well as from the student involvement in the different domains of participation 
(7.1). There are two main repertoires in the agencies of student participation: the elections and 
the personal dialogue with the principal. The former is an organised form of participation 
apparently led by pupils, but significantly oriented by teachers and the principals. In the 
elections, decisions are reached through voting after a brief period of debate on candidates’ 
proposals. The personal communication can be led by the principal or by students. It is 
performed through dialogue and debate, and decisions can be reached by deliberation or 
unilaterally. It is a rather spontaneous form of participation; although socially structured, the 
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procedure to be followed varies significantly depending on who is the principal, who are the 
student representatives, and the issue to be treated. Its character may also change depending on 
such characteristics, from a friendly conversation to a contentious encounter. 
 The previous repertoires are the ones that participants refer more frequently in regard to 
the domains of Binding decision-making and Resolution of common problems. In the case of 
participation in Conflict resolution there seems to be two repertoires: a hierarchised process 
which frequently entails punitive resolutions, and student mediated conflict solving, the former 
being the dominant one. The first is led by hierarchised figures of authority: the teacher, the 
school counsellor, the deputy head teacher and the principal. Students take a rather passive role. 
The authorities make resolutions mostly unilaterally. It can be contentious and has a punitive 
character. The second only takes place in the urban school through the program “girls and boys 
raise the voice” (see 7.1.2). It is a student led process through which some of them act as 
mediators. Decisions are reached through deliberation and discussion. 
 Other repertoires reported by the participants were: participation through body 
appearance, artistic expressions and recreational activities in the domain of Identity construction; 
and dialogue and debate in the domain of Classroom climate and knowledge construction. In the 
case of the former, they tend to be led by students but significantly restricted by the authorities. 
The latter is highly dependent on who is the teacher, and she/he usually leads the discussion and 
decides over controversies. 
 
7.3 Real configurations of student political participation in secondary schools 
from two areas of Mexico City. A synthetic representation 
Once I have analysed participants’ representations of student participation in school in regard to 
domains of participation, agencies and repertoires, in Table 7.1 I summarise these configurations 
following the template used in Chapters 5 and 6, where I graphically described the potential and 
the normative configurations 
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TABLE 7.1 Real configurations of student participation in secondary schools from two areas of Mexico City’ 
DOMAINS OF 
PARTICIPATION 
                                                                                 AGENCIES REPERTOIRES 
(Some characteristics)  ACTORS’ COMPOSITION 
 FORMAL INFORMAL INDIVIDUAL COLLECTIVE SINGLE MIXED 
BINDING DECISION-MAKING 
 
Student Society 
 
✓ 
 
  
Representational  
 
✓ 
  Organised participation (OP) 
 Lead by Students (LS) 
 Decision-making through deliberation 
(DMD) and Decision-making through voting 
(DMV)  
 Performed through Dialogue (DI) and 
debate (DE). 
 Face to face interaction (FF). 
 Non-violent (NV) 
 Legal 
Chiefs of class 
 
✓ Representational 
 
✓ 
 
 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY     ✓                 OR           ✓  ✓     OR     ✓ 
 OP and Spontaneous participation (SP). OP 
through a peer mediator program. 
 Lead by teachers (LT), school counsellors 
(LSC), parents (LPA), or the principal 
(LP).Lead jointly by two or three of the 
previous actors. 
 Hierarchised process of decision-making, 
Unilateral decision-making, and DMD 
 Performed through DI and DE. (DE).  
 Face to face interaction (FF).  
 Non-violent (NV) and Contentious (C) 
 Legal. 
CLASSROOM CLIMATE AND 
KNOWLEDGE 
CONSTRUCTION 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY    ✓                OR           ✓ ✓   OR    ✓ 
 OP and Spontaneous participation (SP) 
 Lead by Teacher (LT) or LS 
 DMD 
 Performed through DI and DE  
 FF 
 NV 
 Legal 
RESOLUTION OF COMMON 
PROBLEMS 
 
Student Society 
 
✓ 
 
 
 
Representational 
 
 
   ✓ 
 OP 
 LT, LP and LS 
 Performed through practical action (PRA) 
 FF 
 NV 
 L 
Chiefs of class  ✓ Representational     ✓ 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY ✓                 OR           ✓ ✓   OR    ✓ 
IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION 
(SUBJECTIVIZATION) 
 
WITHOUT ANY ORGANISIED BODY      ✓              OR             ✓  ✓     OR     ✓ 
 OP and SP 
 LS, restricted by authorities 
 Body appearance (BA), or Artistic 
expressions (AE) 
 FF 
 NV 
 L 
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The table shows that the only agencies for student participation in school are the Student 
Society and the Chiefs of Class. However, I have argued that none of them provides 
opportunities for authentic, autonomous and efficacious student participation, and both are 
significantly weaker than the agencies through which other school actors participate. Besides, 
these are only related to two domains of participation. In the other three domains, there is not 
any agency through which pupils’ participation can be channelled. The lack of agencies does 
not necessarily mean lack of participation, when they are replaced by effective repertoires. 
But Table 7.1 shows that it is not the case.  In 3 out of 4 domains, students’ involvement is 
partially or completely led by adults: teachers, principal or parents, which significantly 
reduces the possibilities of having authentic, autonomous and effective participation. 
 
7.4 Authenticity, autonomy and efficacy 
The real configurations of student participation in school suggest that pupils’ involvement is 
far from having certain degree of quality (3.2). For instance, in regard to the definition of 
classroom rules, students are encouraged to participate while the teacher has already 
established most of the regulations. This sort of experiences, where a) pupils are welcomed to 
take part in simulated forms of participation, or b) are allowed to get involved in activities 
where authorities constantly intervene according to their own criteria, were recognised in all 
my encounters with students and in the interviews with teachers and principals. In regard to 
a), I have shown, for example, how chiefs of class are selected in the urban school, where the 
principal and teachers conduct the way in which students elect the candidates according to 
their own judgement (see 7.1.1). In regard to b), I have presented the case in the rural school 
where the principal and teachers restrict students’ appearance and their initiatives related to 
the domain of identity construction (see 7.1.5).  
 As I established in Chapter 3 (3.2.1), there are four different levels in which 
authenticity and autonomy in student participation can be theoretically classified: 1) no 
involvement or simulated forms of participation (i.e. manipulation or tokenism); 2) pupils are 
consulted and informed, 3) pupils take part in the process, and 4) students lead and control 
participation. Question 17 in the questionnaire was aimed to capture students’ view of their 
involvement in school according to these four levels. It is made out of eight statements 
representing these different degrees of participation. For instance, one of the statements 
through which level 2 was operationalized is: When teachers are going to do something that 
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has consequences for students, they ask for our opinion, consider it, and then inform us about 
what they did. Pupils were asked to respond about the frequency of each of the events 
represented in the sentences into a four-point Likert scale. From their answers, I construct 
four summative indexes which measure the overall degree of participation in each of the 
levels previously described. Each index shows the distribution of students’ responses into a 0-
10 scale, where 0 means “this does not happen” and 10 signifies that “it takes place very 
frequently”. Table 7.2 presents a comparison between the means of the four indexes. 
 
Table 7.2 Degrees of authenticity and autonomy in student participation in school.  
       Mean comparison in a 0-10 scale 
 
T-TEST 
 
DEGREES OF PARTICIPATION Mean t df (p) 
95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
1. Simulated forms of participation 4.30 53.013 815 .000 4.14 4.46 
2. Pupils are consulted and informed 4.13 49.543 819 .000 3.97 4.30 
3. Pupils take part in the process 2.66 29.154 820 .000 2.48 2.84 
4. Participation is led and controlled 
by students 
3.44 39.337 816 .000 3.27 3.61 
 
The statistically significant differences between the Means show that the simulated forms of 
student participation (manipulation, tokenism and decoration) prevail over more authentic 
ones. Table 7.2 indicates that students occasionally participate in school and, when they do so, 
tend to be confined into simulated forms of participation. 
 In this context it is very unlikely to expect experiences of efficacious participation. As 
mentioned in Section 3.2.2 the political efficacy of pupils’ involvement is related to a) the 
degrees of authenticity and autonomy, b) the proportion opened to student involvement 
within each domain of participation, and c) the extent to which, in comparison to other school 
actors, students have symmetrical access to valuable resources and agencies for participation. 
As I have shown previously, these three factors are far from being achieved in the schools 
studied. I have described how most of the domains of participation, with the exception of 
Classroom climate and knowledge construction, have a marginal proportion opened to 
students; I have addressed how access to powerful agencies of participation is restricted, at 
the time that the SS is not an effective channel for pupils’ voice; and, according to table 7.1, 
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student participation in general seems sporadic and usually confined to simulated forms of 
participation.   
 
In order to summarise the degree of authenticity, autonomy and efficacy in student 
participation, Table 7.3 presents, in columns, the degrees of authenticity and autonomy in 
students’ involvement, and relates them to each domain of participation in rows. The 
intersection is indicated by a shaded cell in grey, where the level of efficacy is displayed, 
according to my own evaluation of the three factors previously described. 
 The state of pupils’ involvement in the areas studied, synthesised in table 7.3, explains 
why I did not find a reference in students, teachers, or principals, related to experiences of 
TABLE 7.3 Degrees of student participation across different domains. A representation 
from practice 
 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO INVOLVEMENT 
OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF  
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS LEAD 
AND CONTROL 
 
 
Binding decision-
making 
LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
 
Conflict resolution LOW EFFICACY  
  
 
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction 
 MEDIUM EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Resolution of 
common problems 
LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Identity 
construction 
 
LOW-MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
 
    =   Proportion covered within the domain, based on the potential model in    
    Chapter 5 
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politically efficacious student participation. Rather, what I found is the opposite: 
disengagement and disempowerment. I perceived the former particularly in regard to the 
domain of Resolution of common problems, when most of the students in the workshops did 
not consider that the solutions to some of the problems faced by their school were their 
responsibility. Instead, teachers were responsible of the quality of their education, and school 
workers of the maintenance of the school facilities and equipment.  
 Students’ disengagement seems to be reinforced by certain strategies that teachers or 
principals use to promote community work among students. For instance, in the urban school 
students told me that in one occasion they went to the school in Saturday to clean it and to 
paint some chairs and benches. The reason was, however, that if they participate there would 
be extra points in some subjects. Some students felt that with this ‘incentive’ they were 
forced to do it. Others acknowledged that the motivation was a better mark, instead of 
contributing to the improvement of their school.  
 In regard to students’ feeling of disempowerment, it is particularly notorious in their 
views about the external political efficacy of their actions and voice. In other words, pupils 
repeatedly complaint about not being listened by teachers and principals, and when they are 
consulted in some issues their voice is not taking into account. It means that they feel that the 
school hardly responds to their demands.  
 In my view, disengagement and disempowerment are closely related. The lack of 
agencies and effective repertoires for student participation in different domains of school life, 
and the constant restrictions on students’ initiatives (disempowerment), promote the idea that 
teachers and school authorities, the ones with powerful agencies and effective repertoires of 
participation, are responsible of the majority of school’s problems. If so, they are responsible 
of their solutions (disengagement). This might not be the case of a politically disengaged 
generation per se, but a logical consequence of the lack of opportunities that students have for 
getting involve in the school according to their interests, motivations and priorities. The 
following extracts from two different interviews with teachers exemplify this relationship. 
The first one is teacher Ivan’s explanation about why students don’t take the elections for the 
Student society seriously. The second, from teacher Rose, explains what she sees as the 
impossibility of realising students’ proposals. 
Teacher Ivan: I think that [students] don’t take it seriously because the power they have is very 
little. 
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__________________ 
 
Teacher Rose: They [students] realise that sometimes what boys ask for is impossible. For 
example, [...] they make their proposals about having toilet paper and soap in the bathrooms, 
but they already know that it is impossible, because they already know that the Secretariat does 
not send enough to school. 
 
The association made by teacher Ivan suggests that the lack of students’ power 
(disempowerment) is what causes indifference and simulation during the elections of student 
representatives (disengagement). The second case exemplifies how the lack of power 
(disempowerment) transforms basic demands (toilet paper and soap in school’s lavatories) in 
something “impossible” to achieve. Rose considers that students “already know that it is 
impossible”, and if something is not possible, why to act? (Disengagement). How and why 
having toilet paper and soap in schools has become something impossible? Certainly, it 
shows the inefficient use of resources in the Mexican education system, but being something 
important for pupils, it also reveals the lack of political efficacy in student participation.  
 The relationship between disempowerment and disengagement is, then, a 
consequence of the degree of efficacy in students’ participation. As I will show further (see 
7.5), the lack of political efficacy is related to general conditions of Mexico City’s secondary 
schools’ dynamics and their regulatory framework. Consequently, students’ disengagement is 
far from being a result of pupils’ apathy or inclination to other interests. Nor, it is an outcome 
of adolescents’ contemporary way of life resulting from the characteristic transformation of 
late modernity (Putnam, 1995a, 1995b; Putnam et al., 1993). To a great extent, it is a 
consequence of structural elements and recurrent practices in Mexican schools, all of which 
largely exclude students from quality participation in school.   
 
7.5 Lack of political opportunities: the permissible enacted 
Through this chapter the idealistic representation of student participation in the curriculum 
(see 6.2 and 6.3) has been confirmed. The responsible student with an active role in social 
and political participation, engaged in a deliberative process of decision-making, aimed to 
construct agreements and consensus, actively involved in the resolutions of conflicts, in the 
definition of common problems; who designs strategies and courses of action to be enacted in 
the school, in the local, national, and global communities, etcetera; turns invisible in 
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participants’ representations of practice. This is not to say that it is discursively imperceptible. 
On the contrary, teachers and principals recognise how important is to educate students for 
democracy and participation, they also stress the need of creating responsible and active 
citizens. In class, they discuss issues related to peaceful conflict resolution, children’s rights 
and the challenge of enhancing democracy in the Mexican society. The relatively new 
discourse about democracy, participation and human rights, is also changing how teachers see 
themselves, it is producing a new subjectivity of the civics’ teacher (as students call them). 
Nonetheless, this positive discourse coexists with another less explicit characterisation of 
control, manipulation, and discredit of student voice. The latter, however, has a neater 
correspondence to students’ representation on their own practice of participation. The 
presence of contested and contradictory discourses illustrates what Van Leeuwen (2008) calls 
a distinctive condition of modern institutions: while schools are becoming more opened to a 
diversity of discourses, practices are more homogenous and change significantly slower. 
 The desirable as represented in the curriculum (6.2), then, is more easily appropriated 
in the discourse than enacted in practice. Conversely, this chapter has shown the power of the 
permissible to shape the dynamics of student participation. Certainly, the regulatory 
framework for pupils’ involvement, as any other policy, is never identically reproduced in 
schools. Teachers, principals, parents and other school actors differentially appropriate and 
enact its content. Through the long process from the text to the practices in school, there are 
multiple instances of interpretation and translation (Ball, Maguire, & Braun, 2012), where 
different participants unavoidably transform, deny, readdress, or surpass its original meaning 
(Rockwell, 1996). As Ball et. al. (2012) point out, this process also involves a work of 
selection. Schools prioritise among the array of policies that they are supposed to engage with. 
Principals and teachers select some policies or policy’s components that according to the 
distinctive conditions of their schools are more likely to be successfully enacted, and/or are 
more relevant to them.   
 In spite of the intricate process of interpretation, translation and selection, through 
which policies and regulations change in order to be enacted in schools, students’ 
representations resemble the way in which pupils’ participation is characterised in the 
regulatory framework. Likewise, some of the expected consequences of it addressed in 
Chapter 6 are also identified in the schools studied. A graphical example of such a 
correspondence is shown in Figure 7.1. It presents two tables. Table A shows the degrees of 
quality in student participation according to its representation in the regulatory framework, 
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and Table B according to its representation from practice. With the exception of the 
proportion opened to students in the domain of Conflict resolution, all the parameters in the 
tables are exactly the same. 
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FIGURE 7.1 A comparison between the permissible and the ‘real’ degrees of student 
participation across different domains: authenticity, autonomy and efficacy 
 
TABLE A.  THE PERMISSIBLE 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO INVOLVEMENT 
OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF 
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS LEAD 
AND CONTROL 
 
 
Binding decision-
making LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
 
Conflict resolution LOW EFFICACY  
  
 
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction 
 MEDIUM EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Resolution of 
common problems LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Identity construction  
LOW-MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
 
TABLE B. THE REAL 
 
DOMAINS OF    
PARTICIPATION IN       
SCHOOL 
DEGREES OF AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY IN PARTICIPATION  
NO INVOLVEMENT 
OR SIMULATIVE 
FORMS OF 
PARTICIPATION 
 
CONSULTED 
AND 
INFORMED  
 
PARTICIPATORY 
INVOLVEMENT 
STUDENTS LEAD 
AND CONTROL 
 
 
Binding decision-
making LOW EFFICACY 
 
   
 
Conflict resolution LOW EFFICACY  
  
 
Classroom climate 
and Knowledge 
construction 
 MEDIUM EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Resolution of 
common problems LOW EFFICACY 
 
  
 
Identity construction  LOW-MEDIUM 
EFFICACY 
 
  
 
    =   Proportion covered within the domain, based on the potential model in    
    Chapter 5 
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What does enable the realisation of the permissible? What are the conditions that facilitate such 
limited and sporadic participation? One reason that explains the primacy of the permissible over 
the desirable is that the former has its legal basement in documents such as the Agreement 98 
(see 6.1), developed in 1982. At the time of my fieldwork (2011-2012), some of the rules 
affecting student participation had been appropriated in schools over the last thirty years.  
Besides, previous regulations regarding the role of students were even more constraining. In 
contrast, the current curriculum of Civic and Ethical Formation began its implementation in 
2007.  
 However, students’ representations of their involvement in school correspond to the 
permissible, also because such restrictive participation fits better into a wider picture of Mexico 
City’s secondary schools. Student participation does not take place in a vacuum; it is only one 
dimension of the complex school life. Based on my qualitative data, I found six relevant factors 
that explain how the state of pupils’ involvement suits the school’s dynamics: 1) Authentic and 
effective student participation is time consuming and can be rather messy. 2) Citizenship 
education and student participation are not a priority in schools. 3) Schools’ priorities respond to 
an increasing pressure on standardised outcomes particularly in the areas of language literacy 
and numeracy. 4) The way of assuring such outcomes is through a growing system of 
“assessment technologies” to which schools’ efforts are directed. 5) Principals and teachers are 
overwhelmed by such demands and administrative paper work which leaves short time for 
pedagogical engagement and creative initiatives. 6) The current state of student participation 
does not alter the differential power relations that are effective for the centralised chain of 
vigilance that generates such demands over schools. 
 As different authors have stressed (Apple & Beane, 2007a, 2007b; Raby, 2012), 
strengthening student participation demands availability of time and frequently entails a lively 
school climate which differs from the dominant representation of a well ordered school. In the 
case of the schools studied, to strengthen the SS and to include students in the formal agencies of 
decision-making would probably entail more discussion, a longer deliberative process, and 
decisions would take more time. Likewise, students would need time for their meetings and 
debates. But time is precisely what schools do not have: 
Principal in the urban school: The Student Society seeks to teach students to make democracy. But, 
students at the school have no time to do it. Unfortunately the academic load and the curriculum 
design... do not leave time for anything else. 
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Students are not the only ones without time for “democracy”. A day in the life of a principal is 
full of activities. The principal in the rural school begins her day at 7.50am, ready to be at eight 
o’clock at school’s door for receiving the students. During the entry time she also talks to some 
parents. After it, she starts a walk all over the school. She talks to teachers, prefects and other 
school workers. “I checked every corner in the school”. Around 10am she goes to her office. She 
attends teachers, parents and students, but most of her time is spent in administrative work: 
“everything is through paper work! I don’t like it; it takes us a lot of time. The SEP asks us a lot 
of requirements… that honestly I don’t know what are they useful for.” She told me that although 
her formal workday ends at 2 pm, she normally leaves the school between 3.30 and 4pm, 
because of the amount of “paper work”. The principal told me that in her daily routine there is 
short time for working on pedagogical matters, which in her view would be the most important 
aspect of her role. 
 The principal in the urban school has a similar busy day. As in the rural school, she 
emphasises that “the administrative workload […] is very demanding […] and it needs a lot of 
time. […] Besides, there are meetings to which I have to attend, because the Secretariat of 
Public Education convenes them.”  When she reflects about the lack of communication for 
decision-making between school authorities, students, and parents, she says: “I think that the 
school’s dynamics keep us separated. Sometimes I have no time for attending to the meetings 
with the Parents Association.”  
 Teachers also cannot invest time in democratic participation in school. According to the 
National Institute of Educational Evaluation, in Mexico only 10.4% of teachers work in general 
secondary schools as a full time job. 49.9% work under an hourly contract, 25.9% have part-time, 
and 14.3% have a “three quarters” of full-time contract (INEE, 2012). Thus, most teachers go to 
school, teach their subject and leave the school. Many of them have another job or teach in 
different schools. As teacher Ivan says: 
Leonel:  How do you define your economic situation? 
Teacher Ivan: mmm…well…considering the country’ s situation…difficult. The salary of a teacher 
allows us to live decently. […] Some time ago being teacher was a lifestyle, but now you have to 
find another way, another income. […] A teacher should be able to go to the theatre, to the movies, 
[…] but unfortunately our salary is not longer enough. 
 
Students, principals and teachers, then, do not have time for democratic participation. 
Furthermore, it is not a priority. As the principal in the rural school acknowledges, her priorities 
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are concerned with students’ academic achievement in three areas: Spanish, mathematics and 
sciences. She argues that these are the areas that respond to what the SEP is demanding, to the 
standards. She sees that these priorities also correspond to what international evaluations like 
PISA assess. Similarly, in the urban school the principal says that her first priority is the 
improvement of academic achievement, “that students pass their CENEVAL29 test with a good 
mark.” Likewise, one of her first priorities is the improvement of reading comprehension, 
because “it leads to a better result in the ENLACE test.” ENLACE is an annually national test 
whose results are public. As she points out, “these results have an impact in the country’s results. 
Besides, parents can access pupils’ marks. And a well-organised school, a school with a good 
academic level, is a school with a high demand. […] I think that is the dream of everyone.” 
 These priorities are particularly focused on rising standards. In order to do so it is 
necessary a “well-organised” school, and not a democratic, rather messy, one. Priorities, 
however, are not entirely defined within each school; rather, schools respond in their own ways 
to the policy of standards and its assessment technologies (Ball et al., 2012), elaborated in the 
Secretariat of Public Education. Successful responses mean a better pubic ranking and the access 
to some extraordinary resources. Thus, if such priorities are not followed, there are consequences 
to the school, and in the medium and long term to the evaluation of its agents.  
 Certainly, the current state of student participation preserves the power realms of 
principals and teachers, but it is also functional to the priorities that schools and the secondary 
education system aim to achieve. Thus, this is not only a matter of personal power interests 
restricting students’ voice, it is strongly related to the objective conditions in which teachers and 
principals have to deal with national education policies. 
 All these interrelated conditions offer some reasons to understand why the permissible 
representation shapes the practice of student participation. They also explain why, while there 
are some differences between the two areas of my study, students’ representations from both 
groups are significantly similar in regard to student participation in school. According to what I 
mentioned in Chapter 4 (4.4), in terms of Bourdieu, the common field of the secondary school 
becomes more significant that differences in the habitus of both groups of students.  
 The regulatory framework and its coherence with the practices oriented to the 
achievement of school’s priorities are relevant factors in explaining the lack of political 
                                                 
29
 In the metropolitan area of Mexico City, students have to present the CENAVAL test in order to enter to 
medium education (normally from 15 to 18 years old). According to their results, students are allocated or not to the 
schools they prefer. 
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opportunities. This concept comes from social movements literature and, while polemic, has 
been used to explain the conditions that open possibilities for the emergence of social 
movements (Tarrow, 2011). Similarly, authentic and effective student participation requires 
political opportunities in the school to emerge. Without them student involvement can hardly be 
seen as a political activity.  
 I understand such opportunities as political in so far they open the possibilities for 
practicing the constitutive elements of the pedagogical approach to political participation ( see 
2.3). They open more opportunities to students for undertaking actions of resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation and persuasion, based on their entitlement to equality, and oriented to its enactment 
through the neutralisation of the asymmetrical power relations within their school. The current 
representation of student participation in school that I have recontextualized (4.2.3) in this 
chapter seems far for allowing the realisation of students’ politicity in school. 
 
7.6 Conclusions 
In this chapter I have analysed students’ representations of their own participation in school. I 
have also used teachers and principals’ testimonies to understand this phenomenon. To sum up, I 
present five main findings.  
1. I have shown that according to participants’ representations, student participation in the 
schools studied is sporadic, and very limited in terms of its quality. Excepting the domain of 
Classroom climate and knowledge construction, the other four domains of participation are 
barely opened to students. Experiences of pupils’ involvement in school are scarce and 
frequently limited by the intervention of teachers, prefects, deputy head teachers, principals 
and parents. Consequently, when students get involved they tend to do it through simulated 
forms of participation.  
2. An important factor that contributes to this scarce and limited participation is the lack of 
agencies for pupils’ quality involvement and a conception of the SS primarily as a learning 
space. This posits students into a very asymmetrical power relation in relation to other 
school actors.  
3. The real configurations of student participation in school confirm the idealistic character 
of the curriculum of Civic and Ethical Formation in this regard. The desirable representation 
of student participation is discursively perceptible, while invisible in practice. Instead, the 
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practice of pupils’ involvement resembles how it is represented in the regulatory framework. 
The permissible has significantly shaped the ‘real’.  
4. One of the reasons that explain the correspondence between the permissible and the real 
is that such sporadic, limited and weak student participation fits better into a wider picture 
of Mexico City’s secondary schools. This way of practicing participation is functional to 
current school priorities and do not alter the distribution of power among school actors.  
5. The concentration of decision-making in school’s authorities, teachers and parents, and 
the lack of student involvement in other domains of participation entail a pupils’ 
disempowerment. It is linked to an attitude of disengagement particularly in the domain of 
Resolution of common problems. Here political disengagement is not a consequence of 
postmodern life or the characteristics of contemporary adolescences, but an outcome of 
students’ disempowerment, which in turn is caused by a series of factors that make a limited 
and ineffective participation functional to current school’ dynamics.   
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
From exclusion to participation: the role of school 
 
Introduction 
This thesis is concerned with the implications that students’ representations of political 
participation have for citizenship education in Mexico City’s secondary schools. So far, I have 
explored how students represent political participation (Chapter 5), how they represent 
participation in school (Chapter 7), and how is student participation understood in the normative 
domain (curriculum and legal framework) (Chapter 6). Through my analysis I have suggested 
some implications for citizenship education, which I have not yet explored in detail. Chapters 8 
and 9 will be exclusively concerned with the implications of my research for citizenship 
education in school.  
 Based on the insights from previous chapters, and through the development of new 
findings, the aim of this chapter is to synthesise three main implications. The first is that 
secondary school students experience a general condition of exclusion from political 
participation. They are considerably excluded from a) their own representation of PP, b) 
authentic participation in school both in its normative and practical dimensions, c) authentic 
participation in their families, and d) in the local, national or global communities. It seems that 
being a student and adolescent is a sufficient condition for being excluded from PP. However, 
the chapter explores what I call nested exclusion. In this regard, exclusion from authentic 
participation in school, family, and students’ surrounding communities is likely to be stronger 
for those with an adverse socio-economic condition, parents with lower levels of formal 
education, and those who live in the urban area where my research was undertaken and attend to 
the schools located there.  
 If the first implication represents a challenge for citizenship education in order to form a 
politically active student, the second and third convey a solution. I will argue that the school can 
play an important role in promoting increasing student participation in their families and 
communities, at the time that pupils’ involvement in these settings fosters participation in school. 
Thus, the school can generate a virtuous circle of student participation, through which some 
dimensions of nested exclusion, like pupils’ socioeconomic status can be undermined. There are 
at least two dimensions of the school experience which are relevant for increasing participation 
in their surrounding communities: students’ formal learning in the classroom, particularly in 
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Spanish and Civic and Ethical Formation, and, more importantly, pupils’ participation in school. 
This finding implies that citizenship education can, indeed, play an important role in promoting 
students’ participation in the local, national or global community; certainly as a formal subject in 
the classroom, but it will be especially effective as it develops structures and practices that 
enhance students’ authentic participation in the school.  
 Lastly, the third implication has to do with the role that certain transformations in 
students’ representations of political participation can have in strengthening pupils’ participation 
in school. I will analyse how some elements of students’ representations, that run counter to the 
dominant organising principles identified in Chapter 5, and contrasting to some key features of 
the curricular representation of PP, can enhance student participation in school.  
 The identification of these three implications will allow me to develop different 
recommendations for citizenship education in Mexico City’s secondary schools in Chapter 9. 
They will be focused first on how to open more opportunities for authentic student participation 
in schools, and then how to develop  representations of political participation that can appeal to 
pupils and reveal the political in their daily lives.  
 
8.1. Political participation: “not for us” 
In Chapter 4, I argued that two of the main organising principles in students’ representations of 
political participation are 1) a public character, and 2) the presence of government. According to 
students’ views, these two principles provide the political character to a given form of 
participation. Such characterisation allocates the political into a scenario that is distant from 
students’ daily lives; it is very unlikely that students find themselves in participatory experiences 
that comply with both principles. Students’ responses in regard to their involvement in activities 
that were explicitly presented in the questionnaire as public and/or with a clear reference to 
government are an indicator of it. Students were asked to respond in one of the following 
options: 1) Yes, I’ve done this within the last twelve months, 2) Yes I’ve done this, but more than 
a year ago, and 3) I’ve never done this before. Table 8.1 shows the distribution of pupils’ 
answers. 
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Table 8.1 Students’ participation in political action according to their dominant 
representation 
Have you ever participated in the 
following activities or organisations? 
Yes, I’ve done this 
within the last 
twelve months 
Yes, I've done 
this, but over a 
year ago 
No, I’ve never 
done this 
 
 
A youth organization linked to a political 
party or union 
12.4% 11.9% 75.6% N= 804 
To write a letter to a newspaper or news 
program about any public affair 
12.5 12.9 74.7 N= 801 
To contact a representative, senator or 
a municipal authority 
7.4 13.6 79.0 N= 795 
To contact a community authority 12.6 20.8 66.7 N= 795 
Occupy public buildings as a form of 
protest 
6.5 7.9 85.6 N= 798 
To contribute to a discussion in the 
Internet or social network about public 
affairs or social problems 
13.6 20 66.4 N= 794 
 
In order to present an overview of the frequency of students’ involvement in all the actions in 
Table 8.1, I constructed a variable that counts the number of responses “Yes, I’ve done this 
within the last twelve months” per student. At the time I applied the questionnaire (see Chapter 
3), 542 respondents (65.5%) had not taken part in any of these activities within the last year, and 
only 65 students (7.9%) had been involved in more that two of them. These results are an 
indicator of low involvement in activities that students considered to be political.  
 It might be argued that students appear as a marginal actor in their own understanding of 
political participation because in their daily contexts, such as school or family, the political as 
actions with a public character and explicitly related to government, is rarely visible.  However, 
even from alternative theoretical conceptions of the political, students seem to be excluded from 
quality participation in school and family. In regard to the school, in Chapter 6 I showed that the 
explicit reference to political participation in the curriculum is strongly oriented to the future. In 
the present, the program of Civic and Ethical Formation opens only a narrow path within one 
domain of participation and through actions that correspond to a deliberative view on the 
political. Nonetheless, the lack of specification in regard to possible agencies and repertoires of 
participation in school turns this possibility into a very unlikely scenario in terms of its practical 
instrumentation. 
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 If the curriculum reserves political participation for students’ future, and it does not 
orient a feasible process of student involvement in school that can be seen as a political 
experience, the regulatory framework for secondary schools in Mexico City opens even less 
opportunities for such experiences. Rather, I have shown that schools’ rules and regulations 
significantly restrict the possibility of having an authentic and effective student participation 
(6.1).  
 What I have identified as the permissible representation of student participation has 
considerably shaped its practice in school. In Chapter 7, I established the lack of student 
involvement in the potential domains of participation, the weakness of students’ agencies for 
participation, and the low degree of autonomy, authenticity and efficacy. I argued that under 
these conditions, the ‘real’ participation in school could hardly be seen as political.  
8.1.1 Participation in school: the decision-making index 
In addition to what I have extensively shown in Chapter 7, and as a synthesis of how weak and 
scarce students’ participation in school is, I present pupils’ scores to the following general 
composite index of participation in school. It is meant to capture in a single measurement two 
dimensions: a) the extent to which students participate in school, and b) how authentic and 
autonomous it is.  Because the questionnaire only provides indicators related to two of the five 
domains of participation in school (Binding decision-making and Classroom climate and 
knowledge construction), the first dimension only includes two indicators related to pupils’ 
involvement in binding decision-making. I did not consider the domain of Classroom climate 
and knowledge construction because it is the one in which students can participate in a higher 
proportion compared to the other four domains (see Chapter 7: 7.1.3, 7.3). Consequently, as an 
indicator of pupils’ participation it would bring a bias result. In contrast, the domain of Binding 
decision-making presents two advantages. First, it is neither the one that offers more 
opportunities for pupils’ involvement, nor the domain where students have the scarcest 
participation (see Table 7.2 in Chapter 7). Second, and more importantly, participation in 
binding decision-making is the most powerful domain. On the one hand, it overlaps with the 
other four domains: all of them require decision-making; on the other, resolutions within this 
realm have consequences for every school actor, and an impact in the school as a whole.   
Thus, the first dimension in the index (Binding decision-making) is measured through two 
indicators about students' participation in the school: Pupils' perceptions about 1) their 
participation in decisions related to school governance, curriculum and pedagogy, and 2) the 
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proportion of school decisions taken by them in the last year. The first indicator is a summative 
index from students' responses to subparagraphs a) to g) in Question 16 in the questionnaire. The 
second comprises participants’ answers to subparagraph a) in Question 18. 
 The second dimension in the index measures pupils’ perceptions on the frequency of 
participatory experiences in which they have been involved according to the two superior levels 
of authenticity and autonomy defined in Chapter 5 (5.3): a) Pupils take part in the process, and 
b) Participation is led and controlled by students. The former corresponds to pupils' responses to 
subparagraphs f) and h) in Question 17, whereas the latter to subparagraph g) in the same 
question. Both responses are grouped into one variable. 
 The index, then, is made out of three indicators, two for the first dimension and one for 
the second. The weight of each indicator in the index was determined using Principal 
Component Analysis (PCA) (see Appendix 8). The index goes from 0 to 10, where 0 means no 
participation, and 10 total participation. Participation in this index always means authentic 
involvement with a considerable degree of students’ autonomy.  
 The results show that the maximum score is 8.12 and the minimum 0. The Mean of 
students’ scores is 3.09 (SD= 1.60), and the Median 3.04. There are three Modes: 0, 3.16, and 
3.32. 13% of participants scored above 5 and only 1.1% above 7. A vast majority of students, 
then, are closer to 0 than 10.  
8.1.2 Participation in the family 
In order to understand whether students’ lack of authentic and effective participation is a unique 
condition of the school, I constructed a similar index in regard to participation in their families. 
Equally, it includes the dimensions of decision-making and authenticity and autonomy in 
participation. In contrast to the general index of participation in school, it uses only one indicator 
for the first dimension and one for the second. The first indicator is a variable that counts 
students’ answers “I” or “Between all” to the eight subparagraphs of Question 13: “In your home, 
who decides about the following things?”  The second indicator includes students’ responses to 
subparagraphs e), f) and g) in Question 14. Subparagraph f) represents the highest degree of 
authenticity and autonomy in students’ involvement in the family: students lead and control 
participation; whereas e), g) represent level 3: pupils take part in the process. 
 The results show that the maximum score in the index is 7.50 and the minimum 0. The 
Mean of students’ scores is 3.45 (SD= 1.39), the Mode 3.33, and the Median 3.43. 12.6% of 
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participants scored above 5, and only 0.6% above 7. As in the case of school, in the index of 
general participation in the family a vast majority of students are considerably closer to 0 than 10.
  
8.1.3 Participation in communities 
Lastly, the questionnaire allowed me to construct a general index of participation in students’ 
communities.  In contrast to the indexes of participation in school and family, the questionnaire 
does not offer an indicator of the degree of authenticity and autonomy in students’ involvement 
in their different communities. The index, then, is constituted by three indicators related to 
students’ perceptions on: a) their participation in organisations and groups (Question 32 in the 
questionnaire); b) their involvement in different forms of protest (Question 33); and c) their 
involvement in altruistic forms of participation; those that are exclusively oriented to helping or 
supporting others, others’ causes, or to contribute to public discussions (Question 34). These 
three questions comprise 24 subparagraphs in total. 5 are explicitly related to students’ local 
community, 2 to the international community and 3 with the national one. The rest do not relate 
the activities or organisations to one specific context. Because of this, I consider that the index 
measures students’ participation in at least the local, the national and the global communities. 
 Similarly to the index of participation in school, the weight of each indicator was 
determined using PCA.  The Mean of students’ scores is 2.12 (SD= 2.00), and the Mode is 0. 
The maximum score is 8.54, and only 11.2% of participants scored above 5. These results reveal 
that student participation in their different communities is very scarce, according to students’ 
perception.  
 Although the index of participation in communities is not strictly comparable with the 
ones about participation in family and school, because it does not comprises the dimension of 
authenticity and autonomy, and it is not exclusively based on the domain of decision-making, it 
provides a sensitive indicator about pupils’ involvement in the local, national or global 
communities. In Graphs 8.1-8.3, I present the Means of students’ score in the three indexes 
(family, school and community) and a graphical representation of the scores’ distribution across 
five degrees of participation. This gradation goes from very low participation to very high and it 
is based on the range of each index.   
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Graph 8.1 Participation in Family 
Mean of students’ score in the index (0-10): M= 3.45 
 
Graph 8.2 Participation in School 
Mean of students’ score in the index (0-10): M= 3.09 
 
 
Graph 8.3 Participation in Communities 
Mean of students’ score in the index (0-10): M= 2.12 
 
 
The comparison between these three graphs shows how student participation increases as the 
social context becomes closer to students’ daily life. Using pupils’ conception of the public and 
the private (see Chapter 4), it is possible to say that participation decreases as the social space in 
which it takes place acquires a more public character: from family to participation in 
communities. Further, I will draw on this finding to argue about the importance of an 
understanding of political participation closer to students’ daily contexts. 
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 Graphs 8.1-8.3 also show that student participation is scarce in the three cases. In all of 
them the largest proportion of students is located under the very low-low area. According to 
these indicators, students marginally get involved in the family, school, and local, national or 
global communities. This can be seen as a consequence of pupils’ individual or collective 
properties, for instance: apathy, disengagement, and lack of interest in participation. But also, the 
low degree of participation is an indicator of the extent to which pupils are included or excluded 
from participation in these contexts. A third possibility is that both explain such marginal 
involvement: students’ attributes and the contexts’ characteristics which inhibit participation. 
Nonetheless, in Chapter 7 I showed that there is a close relationship between pupils’ 
disengagement and their condition of disempowerment. Certainly, both are cyclically related, but 
I argued that according to students, teachers and principals’ views, it is more accurate to see the 
former as a consequence of the latter. Disengagement and lack of participation in school is less a 
function of students’ characteristics than an expected outcome of the normative and practical 
conditions of the schools studied, which in turn, weaken students’ capacity of making a change 
in their schools according to their own interests, and their view about the common good. 
Students’ feeling of disempowerment, then, appears as a predictable consequence of this process. 
If we assume the same relationship in the contexts of family and communities, the indexes of 
participation in the three contexts become an indicator of how inclusive or exclusive are such 
social spaces in regard to pupils’ authentic participation. Following this reasoning, the family 
appears as a slightly more inclusive space for participation than the school. An independent T-
test showed that the differences between the means are statistically significant (T= -5,355; df= 
660; p= .000). But the Mean in the index of participation in the family (3.45) is still clearly 
closer to 0 than 10. Based on these results it is hard to say that the family is an inclusive social 
context for pupils’ participation. It is rather a less exclusive place than school, but still 
considerably exclusive. Thus, neither the family, nor the school, nor the local, national or global 
communities appear as inclusive contexts for students’ participation 
 To sum up, students perceive themselves as significantly excluded a) from their own 
representation of political participation, b) from authentic participation in school both in its 
normative and practical dimensions, c) from authentic participation in their families, and d) in 
the local, national or global communities. After this analysis, it is clearly understandable why 
Adrian, a student in the rural school, told me: “political participation…is not for us”. 
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8.1.4 Nested exclusion from participation 
I have assumed that pupils are excluded from participation in the school because of their 
condition of students. Similarly, I assume that they are excluded from participation in the family 
and other communities because of their condition of adolescents. But, are there any relationships 
of nested exclusion? I use this term to explore, for instance, whether being a student, adolescent, 
or woman has a significantly different effect in any of the indexes of participation. In order to 
investigate these relationships I constructed a multiple regression model with the following 
predictors to be tested in regard to each of the previous indexes (family, school and 
communities) as separated dependent variables: 
 Gender (male vs. female)  
 Urban vs. rural 
 Family composition  
 Degree of neighbourhood’s social marginality 
 Parents’ highest income standardised by occupation.  
 Parents’ highest level of education by years 
  
This predictors represent: a) demographic variables (Gender, Rural/Urban locality, and Family 
composition), b) indicators of students’ socioeconomic status (Degree of neighbourhood’s social 
marginality and Parents’ occupation by highest standardised income), and c) an indicator of 
students’ cultural capital (Parents’ highest level of education). In Appendix 9 a detailed 
description of the construction of each predictor is provided. 
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Table 8.2 Regression coefficients for participation in family, school and communities 
 Participation in: 
 
PREDICTORS 
FAMILY 
b coefficient 
SCHOOL 
b coefficient 
COMMUNITIES 
b coefficient 
 
      Gender (male vs. female) .386*** .071 -.145 
      Urban vs. rural -.074 .692*** -.253 
Family composition 
     Four or more members vs. three members  
     (Father and mother + participant) .191 -.457 -.749 
    Four or more members vs. two members  
    (Father or mother + participant) -.431 -.562 .434 
Socioeconomic status by: 
     Degree of neighbourhood’s social marginality .192* -.035 -.069 
     Parents’ highest income standardised by occupation .002 .025 .145** 
Cultural capital by: 
     Parents’ highest level of education -.027 .049** .009 
F 3.541** 6.621*** 2.178* 
Adjusted R2 .025 .059 .013 
***p= .000, **p<.01, *p<.05    
 
The model fits the data in regard to participation in the three contexts: family, school and 
communities. Regarding the index of participation in family, even when the value of the 
Adjusted R
2 
is low
30
, the predictor Gender is statistically significant. It means that being woman 
compared to being male increases in .38 units the index of participation when the effect of the 
other predictors in the model is held constant. In other words, it suggests that girls have more 
chances to get involved in participation in family than boys, considering the effect of living in a 
rural area, the composition of the family, the socioeconomic status of students, and the level of 
education of their parents. This result might represent a conservative understanding of girls’ 
identity in their families. The fact that the difference becomes non-statistically significant in 
participation in school and communities, might suggest that, as women, their participation is 
confined to the domestic sphere. Girls might have more opportunities for decision-making in 
their families and a more authentic participation because, as women, they are expected to be 
more involved in household labour than boys.  Boys’ lower level of participation in the family, 
on the other hand, might be associated to a privileged condition. Nonetheless, the data available 
do not allow me to go further in this interpretation; more research in this regard is needed. 
                                                 
30
 As different authors have notice, a low R
2
 does not undermine per se the regression model, and do not 
rest validity to the significant predictors. (Fonticella, 1994; Sykes, 1993; Taatgen & Van Rijn, 2010) 
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 Having a better socioeconomic status might not be related to a higher participation in 
family. In contrast, the regression model shows that as the level of social marginality of 
participants’ neighbourhood increases by one unit, the index of participation increases 19% (one 
unit= 100%). As research in regard to children participation has shown (Lansdown, 2001, 2005a, 
2005b) frequently, a worse socioeconomic condition is linked to a higher involvement, due to 
the fact that children’s work is required to fulfil the family’s needs. Not surprisingly, the 
direction of the relation between this predictor and the outcome variables is reversed as the 
context becomes, in students’ own terms, more public.  
 In regard to the index of participation in school, the model fits the data very well (F= 
6.621, p= .000). Students’ cultural capital, measured through parents’ highest education is a 
significant predictor. One more year of education increases participation in school by 0.05 units. 
Similarly, living in a rural area in comparison with an urban one, increases scores in the index by 
0.69 units (p= .000). However, it is difficult to distinguish whether the effect is a consequence of 
living in a rural area, or depends on the schools that are located there. This is because almost all 
students in the survey that live in a rural area attend to those schools. Indeed, the two schools in 
the rural area have the highest Means in participation in school. Table 8.3 shows schools’ Means, 
and the results from the One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), which confirms that the 
differences are statistically significant.  
 
Table 8.3 Means in the index of participation per school 
Schools Mean N Std. Deviation Level of participation 
Urban 1 2.87 99 1.35 LOW 
Urban 2  3.32 91 1.70 LOW 
Urban 3 2.39 113 1.47 LOW 
Urban 4 2.78 122 1.55 LOW 
total 2.84    
Rural 1 3.59 132 1.57 LOW 
Rural 2 3.57 104 1.59 LOW 
total 3.58    
Total 3.09 661 1.60  
ANOVA: Between groups (schools)        F=11.237      p= .000 
 
According to Table 8.3, there is not a considerable difference in the means between schools in 
the rural area and those from the urban one; all of them correspond to a low level of participation. 
Nevertheless, the difference is statistically significant and has an impact on the interpretation of 
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the regression model, because the same participants that live in the rural area are the ones 
attending to the rural schools. With the data available it is not possible to identify whether the 
effect on participation has to do with some characteristics of the rural area or the schools. For 
now, it has to be seen as a combined effect. 
 The model of participation in communities is the weakest. It has the lowest Adjusted R
2
, 
and only one predictor is statistically significant. Nevertheless, the results show that a growth of 
one unit in the parents’ highest income scale raises the index of participation by 14.5%. So, the 
socio-economic status of participants may be a significant factor for participation in 
communities, more than other variables like gender, family composition, and students’ cultural 
capital.  
  According to the previous findings, and considering the potential effect of other multiple 
variables, I will summarise this section by extending Adrian’s idea: “Political participation is not 
for us (especially if you do not have a favourable socioeconomic status and attend a secondary 
school in the urban area where this study took place)”. 
 
8.2 The role of school 
I have shown that students represent themselves as significantly excluded from participation in 
three different contexts as well as from their own conception of political participation. The 
former form of exclusion is likely to be stronger for those with an adverse socio-economic 
condition, and those who live in the urban area where my research was undertaken and attend to 
the schools located there. The exclusion from authentic participation in school, extensively 
addressed in Chapter 7, is not a unique condition of this setting, but a manifestation of what 
seems to be a general situation of exclusion in different contexts of students’ lives. Thirteen 
years after the introduction of the subject Civic and Ethical Formation in 1999, there seems to 
be no evidence of the participative adolescents envisaged in the curriculum. Such a failure raises 
the question of whether there are reasons to believe that the school can make a change in 
students’ general condition of exclusion, and what dimensions of the school experience would be 
relevant in such transformation. In this section I will address both issues. 
 In Table 8.4, I present the same regression model as in Table 8.3, but at the bottom I 
added the indexes of participation in school, family and communities as predictors. The aim is to 
see whether participation in one context predicts an increase in the other.  
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Table 8.4 Multiple regression coefficients for participation in three contexts II 
 Participation in: 
 
PREDICTORS 
FAMILY 
b coefficient 
SCHOOL 
b coefficient 
COMMUNITIES 
b coefficient 
 
      Gender (male vs. female) 
.336** .043 -.161 
      Urban vs. rural -.139 .730*** -.478** 
Family composition 
     Four or more members vs. three members  
     (Father and mother + participant) 
.222 -.365 -.497 
    Four or more members vs. two members  
    (Father or mother + participant) 
-.488 -.667 1.090* 
Socioeconomic status by: 
     Degree of neighbourhood’s social marginality .235* -.137 .047 
     Parents’ highest income standardised by occupation .007 .001 .110 
Cultural capital by: 
     Parents’ highest level of education -.025 .062** -.026 
Participation in school .161***  .280*** 
Participation in family  .194*** .026 
Participation in communities .014 .178***  
F 3.941*** 9.783*** 5.549*** 
Adjusted R2 .048 .131 .064 
***p= .000, **p<.01, *p<.05    
 
 
 
The results in the table clearly show that participation in school is a factor for participation in 
family and communities. An increase of one unit in the index of participation in school raises 
by .16 units the index in the family, and by 28% participation in communities. More importantly, 
in both cases the predictor is statistically significant at the level of p= .000, which means that the 
likelihood of finding this relationship by chance in the population studied is less than 0.01 per 
cent. It is relevant that for participation in communities, participation in school minimizes the 
effect of students’ socio-economic status measured through Parents’ highest income 
standardised by occupation. With the inclusion of participation in school and family as 
predictors in the model, pupils’ socioeconomic status becomes non-significant (p=. 054). In 
other words, the role of school seems to be more relevant for producing a statistically significant 
change in participation in communities than one of the nested dimensions of exclusion 
previously addressed.  
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 According to the regression model, increasing participation in school might generate a 
virtuous circle of participation in students’ contexts, because a growth in the indexes of family 
and communities raises participation in school, by 19% and 17% respectively. In other words, 
growing student involvement in school increases participation in family and communities, at the 
time that more authentic participation in these two contexts has a positive effect in participation 
in school, when all other variables in the model remain constant.  
 These results, then, reveal the potential that authentic student participation in school has 
for promoting pupils’ involvement in their different communities and family. In regard to the 
impact on the index of participation in communities, this finding provides more evidence to a 
very well-known outcome coming from research especially in the field of political science: the 
positive association between formal education and political participation.  Different works have 
stressed that educational attainment or more years of formal education have a strong impact on 
political participation (Converse, 1972; Emler & Frazer, 1999; Nie, Junn, & Stehlik-Barry, 1996; 
Quintelier, 2010; Sidney  Verba et al., 1993; Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995; Sidney Verba et 
al., 1993; Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980). Even when the conceptions of political participation 
between these studies vary (earlier works use a rather formal and conventional notion compared 
to a wider conceptualisation in the latest research), there seems to be clarity about the direct or 
indirect effect of educational attainment in political participation. There is less evidence and 
consensus about what happens in formal education that promotes more political participation or 
a more politically active individual. The socio-psychological approach to political participation 
points out that “formal education itself fosters organizational and communication skills that are 
germane to political activity and imparts attitudes such as a sense of civic duty or political 
efficacy that are associated with political involvement” (Sidney Verba et al., 1993, p. 457). 
Likewise, it is argued that a high level of education provides “the knowledge, skills, and political 
familiarity that help in navigating the political world. In addition, […] higher education might 
help citizens understand the relationship between political action and the preservation of a 
democratic system” (Hillygus, 2005, p. 27). According to Emler & Frazer (1999), many studies 
in the field suggest that formal education has cognitive effects in students which are relevant for 
political engagement. Other works emphasize the knowledge, skills and credentials that 
education provides for enhancing association and membership in a wide range of organizations 
(Emler & Frazer, 1999; Nie et al., 1996; Quintelier, 2010; Sidney  Verba et al., 1993; Verba et 
al., 1995). There is some research that finds that actual participation in school is an important 
factor linking education and political participation (Albala-Bertrand, 1997; Emler & Frazer, 
1999). In particular students’ participation in school councils and service learning may be a 
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significant predictor of young people’s political involvement (Quintelier, 2010). Thus, the 
positive association that I found between participation in school and the index of participation in 
communities, provides new evidence to this less researched relationship, and adds the relevant 
role that it plays also for participation in family. Concurrently, the previous findings contribute 
with the evidence that school can generate a virtuous circle of student involvement in their 
everyday contexts.  
 Within the body of literature concerned with the role of formal education in political 
participation, an important debate lies on to what extent specific education in the area of Civic or 
Citizenship education might be a factor for promoting students political involvement outside of 
school. Early studies on this area found that civic courses has no effect on political attitudes and 
participation (Langton & Jennings, 1968). As Quintelier (2010) points out one of the reasons for 
sustaining the insignificance of civic courses is that “it is a passive (Ichilov, 2003), uncritical and 
encyclopaedic way of teaching that is meaningless to pupils (Brooks, 2007; Sears & Hughes, 
2006).” (p. 139) However, the development of more active pedagogical styles and the reforms in 
different countries over the content of Citizenship or Civics Education courses since the last 
decade of the 20
th
 century, have led some authors to re-estimate their positive effect on political 
participation (Davies, 1999; Gimpel, Lay, & Schuknecht, 2003; Nie et al., 1996). The debate is 
opened, because the cognitive and attitudinal effects of education, which become a factor to 
political participation, are not exclusively related to Civic Education. Science or language 
education, for instance, also develop understanding about political values (like tolerance to 
cultural diversity), provide knowledge about societies, develop critical reasoning for analysing 
political process, all of which in turn, might be related to political involvement (Nie et al., 1996; 
Osler & Starkey, 2005b; Starkey, 1999).  
 In Table 8.4, the inclusion of the index of participation in the regression model turns 
significant the predictor Urban/Rural for participation in communities. The direction of the 
association means that attending the schools located in the rural area decreases participation in 
communities by .42 units, compared to attending the schools located in the urban one. This result 
is difficult to understand, because I had pointed out that attending to the rural school increases 
participation in school, and it, in turn, raises the index in communities. However, I realised that 
the opposite relation might be influenced by the effect of educational achievement, because, the 
mean of the schools in the urban area was higher than those from the rural one in regard to the 
results of the national standardised evaluation ENLACE, which every year tests students’ 
learning in Spanish and Mathematics.  Thus, the positive effect of school in increasing 
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participation in communities might be a consequence of participation in this setting, but also a 
result of the cognitive competence developed through students’ formal learning in fundamental 
school courses.  With the data available it was not possible to measure individual differences in 
this regard, what I was able to measure was differences according to schools’ results in third 
grade (the last year of secondary education) in ENLACE 2012 (Spanish, Mathematics and 
Sciences).  
 In order to explore the effects that different formal courses in the school might have in 
enhancing students’ participation in the local, national or global communities, I present the 
results of five regression models in Table 8.5. All of them are based on the predictors used in 
Tables 8.3 and 8.4. However, after analysing the effects of each predictor I only included those 
that were statistically significant in predicting participation in communities at least in one of the 
previous tables. The predictors excluded did not become significant in any of the new models. 
Each model includes one of the following new variables: a) School achievement in Spanish, b) 
School achievement in Mathematics, c) School achievement in Sciences, d) Average of  school 
achievement (Spanish, mathematics, sciences), and e) School achievement in Civic and Ethical 
Formation (2009). Each of them represents the average score per school in the levels of 
achievement in the national evaluation ENLACE, which in 2012 assessed students in Spanish, 
Mathematics and Sciences. ENLACE’s results are published in two different scales. The first is 
the average of students’ overall score in the test per school. The second indicates the percentage 
of students per school located in four different levels of achievement: insufficient, elemental, 
good, and excellent. In order to create the new predictors, I used the levels of achievement in 
each subject (Spanish, mathematics and sciences) for the construction of an averaged level per 
school in those three courses. I treat each predictor as a numeric continuous variable ranging 
from 1 to 4. It means that I assume that the distances between the different levels of achievement 
are constant and equivalents.  
 It is important to emphasise that each new predictor represents the averaged achievement 
per school. It does not capture individual differences, but variations between six different groups. 
This predictor attaches to each participant the mean of the grade in which he is located.  
 Model 5 in Table 8.5, includes the predictor School achievement in Civic and Ethical 
Formation (2009). It was not possible to have the results of Civic and Ethical Formation for 
2012, because this subject was not assessed in this year. Eevery year the ENLACE national 
evaluation assesses Spanish and Mathematics and one different extra subject. In 2009 it was 
Civic and Ethical Formation, and Sciences in 2012. Thus, even when the previous predictor 
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measures differences by school, the students that responded the questionnaire in my survey were, 
indeed, assessed in ENLACE 2012. Because I was not allowed in the schools to collect certain 
personal information, I allocated to each pupil in my sample the value of the mean of the third 
grade students’ level of achievement in each subject, according to the school to which each 
participant attended in 2012. However, in the case of Civic and Ethic Formation (2009) the 
participants in my survey were not evaluated in this subject. I allocated to each of them the mean 
obtained by each school in third grade in that year. I am assuming then, that if they had been 
evaluated in this subject, the differences between their respective schools would have remained 
as in 2009. Thus, this is a very indirect measure of students’ achievement in Civic and Ethical 
Formation. 
 Likewise, it is important to consider the differences between achievement and learning. 
Frequently, students’ results per school in a standardized national test are rather a limited 
indicator of their learning. Considering these assumptions, I understand each predictor as an 
indicator of the learning constructed by students in the school according to each subject.  
 
212 
 
Table 8.5 Regression coefficients for participation in communities. The role of participation in school and school achievement31 
 
 Participation in communities  
 
PREDICTORS 
Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
S t a n d a r d i s e d  c o e f f i c i e n t s  ( B E T A ) 32 
       
Urban vs. rural -.065 -.118** -.107** -.087 -.084 
Family composition  
    Four or more members vs. two members  
    (Father or mother + participant) .078 .081 .079 .080 .077 
Socioeconomic status by:  
     Parents’ highest income standardised by occupation .078 .088* .075 .080 .080 
Participation in school .246*** .238*** .244*** .240*** .249*** 
School achievement in Spanish .179***     
 School achievement in Mathematics  .127**    
School achievement in Sciences     .170***   
Average of school achievement (Spanish, Mathematics, Sciences)    .154***  
School achievement in Civic and Ethics Formation (2009)     .177*** 
F 12.195*** 10.776*** 12.303*** 11.485*** 12.376*** 
Adjusted R2 .095 .084 .096 .090 .097 
***p= .000, **p<.01, *p<.05     
                                                 
31
 I have developed five regression models, because there is a strong collinearity between the predictors of school achievement. In one model, then, it would have not been 
possible to distinguish between the effects of each of them on the dependent variable.  
32
 I present the standardised coefficients for a better comparison between predictors. 
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A first result to notice in Table 8.5 is that all the predictors related to school achievement are 
highly statistically significant. With the exception of School achievement in Mathematics 
(p< .001), these predictors are significant at the level of p< .000. In Models 1, 4 and 5 their 
effect along with Participation in School turn insignificant all other predictors in the model 
which represent previous significant factors of nested exclusion. It suggests that the school can 
play an important role in reducing certain inequalities for participating in the local, national or 
global communities. The three subjects with a highest impact in increasing the index of 
participation in communities are Spanish, Civic and Ethical Formation, and Sciences, 
respectively.  This result suggests that enhancing students’ learning and achievement in these 
subjects is likely to have a positive effect in promoting students’ political participation in their 
communities.  
 Nonetheless, a more relevant outcome from Table 8.5 is that, in all models, participation 
in school is a highly statistically significant predictor (p< .000). Furthermore, the effect of this 
variable in increasing participation in communities is clearly higher than all the predictors 
related to formal learning in classroom. Certainly, my research is not concerned with the 
cognitive, moral, attitudinal or practical learning that takes place in students’ experiences of 
participation in school, which promotes participation in other settings. But, based on previous 
research that has shown how different experiences of political participation inside and outside 
school entail a learning process (Eyerman & Jamison, 1991; Foley, 1999; Leonel  Pérez 
Expósito et al., 2012; Roker, Player, & Coleman, 1999; Daniel  Schugurensky, 2004; Daniel 
Schugurensky, 2006; Weller, 2007), it is possible to suggest that through participation in school 
students develop certain skills, attitudes, values, dispositions and/or knowledge which promote 
their involvement in the local, national or global community, and allow them to participate in 
such contexts. More importantly, this learning has a stronger impact than what students learn in 
formal school subjects, such as Spanish, Sciences, Mathematics, and Civic and Ethical 
Formation.  
 In many countries one core element of the argument in favour of citizenship education in 
primary and secondary school is the need of developing a participatory citizenry, which among 
other things get involve in participation within its communities.  In this regard, the previous 
results suggest that 1) the school, indeed, can play a positive role; 2) it also reduces certain 
inequalities for participating in pupils’ local, national or global communities; 3) explicit 
citizenship education (Civic and Ethical Formation) along with Language learning (Spanish) are 
the two formal subjects with a higher impact in students’ participation outside the school; 4) 
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other subjects like Sciences and Mathematics are also relevant; but 5) above this dimension of 
formal education, increasing authentic student participation in school seems to be a key factor.  
 As I shown in Chapter 6, one of the eight civic competences in the national curriculum of 
Civic and Ethical Formation is Social and Political Participation. Promoting this participation is 
one of the goals of Civic and Ethical Formation in basic (primary and secondary) education. 
Similarly, I presented how the legal framework for secondary education in Mexico City displays 
a discourse about democracy as a way of life, inclusion, participation and children’s rights, 
which entails a view of students as citizens engaged in participation in their surrounding 
communities. In short, the formation of an active citizen is a goal of the Mexican education 
system, which can be traced from the Constitution and the last national programs of education, 
to the specific aims in the curriculum of Civic and Ethical Formation. In this regard, the previous 
results show that Civic and Ethical Formation can, indeed, play an important role in the 
construction of this active citizen; but less as a formal subject in classroom than through the 
development of structures and practices that enhance students’ authentic participation in the 
school.  
8.2.1 Enhancing authentic participation in school. The role of students’ 
representations of political participation 
 Once I have shown that the school can play an important part in increasing students’ 
participation in the local, national or global communities, and the key role that participation in 
school has in this regard, the expected question would be how to enhance student participation in 
school?  
 In Chapter 7, I described a rather restrictive school for student participation. This is one 
explanation about the general low level of student involvement measured both individually and 
per school. The limited student participation in school is explained to a great extent by the lack 
of political opportunities. The regulatory framework and its coherence with certain practices 
oriented to the achievement of school’s priorities (see 7.5), result in very scarce opportunities to 
students’ political involvement in the different domains of participation in this setting. This 
situation was extensively analysed in Chapter 7, and I will present in Chapter 9 different 
potential changes in this regard, in order to enhance student participation in school. Additionally, 
in the previous section I have explored the role of other variables in predicting participation in 
school. But, what would be the role of students’ representations of political participation (PP)? Is 
there any relationship between students’ conception of PP and their participation in school?  
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 In Section 8.1, I pointed out how student participation increases as the social context 
becomes closer to students’ daily life. Using pupils’ conception of the public and the private (see 
5.2.2), I suggested that participation decreases as the social space in which it takes place acquires 
a more public character: from family to participation in communities. Conversely, students’ 
representation of political participation (PP) follows an inverse movement: participation 
becomes political as it acquires a more public character (see 5.2.2). As argued in Chapter 5, 
another important organising principle in students’ representations of PP is the presence of 
government either as the main actor, or as an interlocutor, opponent, or target. But, pupils are not 
part of the government, and it is rare for them to be involved in actions that establish one of 
these relations with it. Students’ understanding of PP, then, locates it in a distant scenario from 
their daily lives. I have shown in Section 6.2.4 how the curriculum of Civic and Ethical 
Formation reinforces this representation 
 In spite of the previous findings, some students include in their representations certain 
elements that run counter the dominant characterisation of PP. For instance, some of them 
recognise that it can take place in the private domain, and do not necessarily requires the 
presence of government. Similarly, some students include adolescents as protagonists of PP. Is 
there any difference in students’ participation in school between those that include these 
elements and those who not? In order to explore this question I constructed two variables, one 
named Close representation of PP, and the other An adolescent-centred representation of PP. 
The first is based on Question 25 in the questionnaire, which as I explained in Chapter 4, it is 
made up by eight statements that represent different forms of political participation. According 
to the results of a confirmatory factor analysis presented in Chapter 5 (5.2.2) and described in 
Appendix 7, Statements A) to D) represent actions in which no explicit reference to government 
is made, whereas statements E) to H) include the government as the main actor [H)], interlocutor 
[E)], or show an explicit reference to its policy [F) and G)]. The actions depicted in statements 
B), C), F) and G) have also a private connotation according to students’ understanding of the 
private and the public. In contrast, statements A), D), E) and H) represent actions with a public 
character. Students were asked to respond whether each of these statements represents a form of 
political participation by answering one of the options YES, NO, or UNDECIDED. In order to 
construct the new variable, I counted the YES responses of those statements that, according to 
the confirmatory factor analysis, best represent the latent variables PUBLIC, PRIVATE, 
GOVERNMENT and NO GOVERNMENT. Then, I subtracted students’ scores in PRIVATE 
minus their scores in PUBLIC, and transformed the results into a scale from 0 to 6. I did the 
same with GOVERNMENT and NO GOVERNMENT. The new variable Close representation 
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of PP is the mean of participants’ scores in these two scales. A value higher than 3 means that 
the student classifies as political participation statements representing actions with a private 
connotation and statements without an explicit reference to government, in a higher proportion 
than statements with a public character and with an explicit reference to government. Values 
lower than 3 signify an inverse proportion. Values between 3 and 6, then, indicate a 
representation of PP closer to students’ everyday contexts.  
 The second new variable, An adolescent-centred representation is based on Questions 26 
and 28 in the questionnaire. These questions present 16 images in total (8 each) with a brief 
description of the actions depicted. In eight of them, the actors portrayed are adolescents, while 
in the other eight are adults. Both groups are similar in terms of the actions depicted in the 
pictures, like voting, corruption or dialogue-debate. Students were asked to classify them as 
illustrations of political participation or not, by answering YES, NO, UNDECIDED.  I 
constructed the variable ADULTS, by counting the YES responses per participant in the pictures 
with adults as actors, and the variable ADOLESCENTS, by counting the YES responses per 
participant in the pictures with adolescents. Then, I subtracted students’ scores in 
ADOLESCENTS minus their scores in ADULTS, and transformed the results into a scale from 
0 to 8, which constitutes the new variable An adolescent-centred representation. A value higher 
than 4 means that the student classified as political participation, pictures with adolescents in a 
higher proportion than those with adults. A value lower than 4 indicates an inverse proportion.  
 With these two new variables I constructed two regression models which predict 
participation in school. The first one includes the predictors that were significant in the previous 
models with this dependent variable (Tables 8.2 and 8.4), with the exception of participation in 
family and participation in communities; the second adds these two predictors.  
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Table 8.6. Regression coefficients for participation in school. The role of Students’ 
representations of political participation (PP) 
 PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL 
MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
 
PREDICTORS 
  
 
    
   Urban vs. rural - .715***   (.214) .735***  (.216) 
Cultural capital by:    
  Parents’ highest level of education - .039*       (.081) .051*      (.103) 
Students’ representations of PP:    
 An adolescent-centred representation .239** (.103) .233**     (.100) .286**    (.119) 
 Close representation of PP .198*   (.093) .182*       (.085) .184*      (.084) 
 Participation in family - - .232***  (.202) 
 Participation in communities - - .174***  (.211) 
F 9.552*** 13.669*** 18.061*** 
Adjusted R2 .038 .072 .156 
***p= .000, **p<.01, *p<.05 
NOTE: Entries are b coefficients. Standardised coefficients (BETA) in brackets. 
 
The results in Table 8.6 indicate that if students’ representations of political participation tend to 
the inclusion of adolescents as actors, and become closer to students’ everyday contexts, in terms 
of conceiving the private domain as an arena for PP and the presence of government as a non-
necessary condition, then, it is very likely to expect an increase in participation in school. Both 
predictors (An adolescent-centred representation and Close representation of PP) are 
statistically significant for participation in school in the three regression models. An increase of 
one unit in the former raises the index of participation in school by a range of .23 to .28 units 
depending on the model, whereas a similar growth in the latter increases the index by a range 
of .18 to .20 (.198) units.  
 This outcome suggests that an inclusive and close representation of political participation, 
which deviates from the dominant way in which it is represented by students and the curriculum, 
has a positive effect in increasing quality participation in the school.   
 Another important element in students’ representations of PP is the oscillation between a 
realistic and an idealistic characterisation (see 5.2.1).  In this regard, a representation of political 
participation completely based on its ideal character could hardly be linked to real student 
participation in school, because the dynamics of the latter do not present many important 
conditions for the realisation of the former. However, a completely ‘real’ representation of PP 
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could also hardly promote students’ involvement. If PP appears as exclusive, corrupt and only 
responding to self-interests, why would be desirable and possible to participate? Because of this, 
the tendency towards a balanced representation of PP could be better linked to encouraging its  
its practice in school. While the ideal motivates and orients the actions, the real prevents 
students from being naïve, and offers a more accurate understanding about how to achieve the 
change.   
 In Chapter 5 I explained how representations can be identified in four structural 
components: actors, actions, ends and resources. For each of these components I constructed a 
consistency scale (Table 5.4) that indicates how consistent are students with the realistic or 
idealistic representation through different items in the questionnaire, in which students were 
asked to represent the whole concept of political participation or any of the four components.  
Based on these four scales, I deveoped single index ranging from 0 to 10 (Table 4.5) where 0 
means totally consistent with the realistic view and 10, totally consistent with the idealistic view. 
A value of 5 (the balanced point) indicates a balanced representation, or the point of total 
inconsistency with any of the two organising principles. Accordingly, the predictor A balanced 
representation Ideal/real in Table 8.7 measures the squared root of the square deviation of each 
participant’s score from the balanced point  √     ) ). It is a numeric variable ranging from 0 
to 5, where 0 represents the balanced point and 5 the highest deviation from it. The balanced 
point is a representation of political participation which considers the realistic and idealistic 
views in an equal proportion across the questionnaire’s items. Scores different from 0 indicate 
different degrees in which students’ representations are unbalanced either towards a realistic or 
an idealistic emphasis.  Other predictors in the models are the same as in Table 8.6. 
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Table 8.7. Regression coefficients for participation in school. The role of students’ 
representations of political participation (PP) II 
 PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL 
MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
 
PREDICTORS 
  
 
    
   Urban vs. rural - .710***  (.215) .709***  (.211) 
Cultural capital by:    
  Parents’ highest level of education - .051*       (.105) .055*       (.112) 
Students’ representations of PP:    
 An adolescent-centred representation  .156         (.063) .234*       (.094) 
 Close representation of PP  .184*       (.086) .197*       (.094) 
 A balanced representation Ideal/real -.253***  (-.183) -.253*** (-.183) -.234*** (-.170) 
 Participation in family - - .221***  (.187) 
 Participation in communities - - .213***  (.255) 
F 17.695*** 12.945*** 16.111*** 
Adjusted R2 .032 .105 .194 
***p= .000, **p<.01, *p<.05 
NOTE: Entries are b coefficients. Standardised coefficients (BETA) in brackets. 
 
 Table 8.7 shows that as students’ representations become more balanced in terms of 
including a realistic and an idealistic view, participation in school increases. Depending on the 
model, a decrease of one unit (from 5 to 0) in the predictor A balanced representation Ideal/real 
raises the index of participation in school by .23 to .25 units. It would mean that if a student with 
a complete idealistic or realistic view on PP (value 5 in A balanced representation Ideal/real) 
changes his/her representation towards a completely balanced one (value 0 in A balanced 
representation Ideal/real) it is very likely that his/her participation in school will be more than 
100% higher (the score in the index of participation in school will increase more than one unit).  
 Lastly, the results in Model 3 (Table 8.7) indicate that if a student lives in the rural area 
of my study, at least one of his/her parents has a high level of education, authentically 
participates in the family and in his/her surrounding communities, and conceives political 
participation in a more inclusive, close and balanced way, then it is very likely that this student 
will be involved in authentic participation in school. Schools cannot change the locality where 
students come from, they cannot change students’ families’ cultural capital, but they can 
participate in changing students’ representations of political participation. This change will 
increase participation in school, and I have already shown that it, in turn, raises participation in 
family and students’ communities. Thus, changes in students’ representations of political 
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participation towards inclusion, closeness, and balance between idealistic and realistic 
characterisations, will contribute to what I called the virtuous circle of student participation: 
participation in school-participation in family and surrounding communities-participation in 
school.  
 
 
8.3 Conclusions 
Based on the results from previous chapters, and through the development of new findings, I 
have worked up three main implications of students’ representations of political participation for 
citizenship education, especially in Mexico City’s secondary schools. The first is that secondary 
students experience a general condition of exclusion from political participation. They are 
considerably excluded from a) their own representation of political participation, b) authentic 
participation in school both in its normative and practical dimensions, c) authentic participation 
in their families, and d) in the local, national or global communities. In regard to participation in 
school, family and communities, exclusion is likely to be stronger for those with an adverse 
socio-economic condition, parents with lower levels of formal education, and those who live in 
the urban area where my research was undertaken and attend to the schools located there. In my 
view, this is the great challenge for Civic and Ethical Formation in Mexico, which among its 
priorities is to form an active citizen, and to develop the competence of social and political 
participation. 
 The first implication is not good news for citizenship education; it is a challenge. 
Conversely, the second implication identifies a possible solution. The school can play an 
important role in promoting increasing student participation in their families and communities, at 
the time that pupils’ involvement in these settings fosters participation in school. The school can 
generate a virtuous circle of student participation, through which some dimensions of nested 
exclusion, like pupils’ socioeconomic status can be undermined.  
 There are at least two dimensions of the school experience which are relevant for 
increasing participation in their surrounding communities: students’ formal learning in 
classroom, particularly in Spanish and Civic and Ethical Formation, and, more importantly, 
pupils’ participation in school. This finding implies that citizenship education plays an important 
role in enhancing students’ participation in the local, national or global community; certainly as 
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a formal subject in classroom, but it will be especially effective as it develops structures and 
practices that enhance students’ authentic participation in the school.  
 Lastly, the third implication has to do with the role that certain transformations in 
students’ representations of political participation can have in strengthening pupils’ participation 
in school. I have analysed how some elements of students’ representations, that run counter to 
the dominant organising principles identified in Chapter 5, and contrasting to some key features 
of the curricular representation of PP, can enhance student participation in school. Particularly: 
1) an adolescent centred representation of PP; 2) a characterisation which conceives the private 
domain as a space for political participation, and does not necessitate the presence of 
government to be classified as such; and 3) a balanced representation in terms of its idealistic 
and realistic dimensions. This finding points out the need within CE of working with a more 
inclusive, closer and balanced understanding of PP, instead of reserving the political for students’ 
future, to restrict its practice within the public and governmental, or being excessively idealistic 
in its formulation.  
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CHAPTER NINE 
Conclusions:  
Constructing the school of proximal development 
 
Introduction 
The title of this chapter is a metaphor of Vygotsky’s concept the zone of proximal development 
(Vygotski, 1987). As such, I will not use it according to its original meaning and complexity, but 
I will reframe some of its constitutive elements in order to stress the logic of my findings and the 
necessity of outlining a series of recommendations for policy and practice in Mexico City’s 
secondary schools. Then, I will reflect on the contribution to knowledge made by this thesis, as 
well as the identification of different areas in which further research is needed.  Having 
presented all these elements, I will be in a better position to state that the argument of this work 
has been developed. Accordingly, this concluding chapter ends with a restatement of my 
argument as a final summary of the content and significance of the thesis.  
 
9.1 Major findings: establishing the need of the school of proximal 
development 
In a very well-known definition, Vygotsky presents the zone of proximal development (ZPD) as 
the distance between two points of child development: “the actual developmental level as 
determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 
peers.” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86) In this sense the ZPD is an instance of collaboration, necessary 
for achieving a further state of psychological development, where the child is able to do 
independently what he/she was previously able to do in collaboration. According to Seth 
Chaiklin (2003)  there are two dimensions in this concept, the objective and the subjective ZDP. 
The first is defined through a “tripartite constellation” between “present age”, “maturing 
functions”, and “next age” (Chaiklin, 2003, p. 49). It is objective in the sense that these three 
components are socio-historically defined as desirable and necessary for every child in a given 
cultural context. From this objective zone, the subjective ZPD, the specific state of an individual 
child in regard to the objective developmental process, can be assessed.  
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 Certainly, my thesis has little to do with students’ psychological development; I rather 
want to develop a metaphor of the ZPD in order to clarify the logic of my findings and their 
relevance for education policy and practice. The metaphor is called the school of proximal 
development, in which the idea of “zone” becomes a physical and social space: the school. The 
metaphor makes sense because the main findings of this work can be classified into three groups, 
which resemble the “tripartite constellation” of the ZPD pointed out by Chaiklin. These are a) 
the realistic representations of Students’ Political Participation (SPP), characterised by a 
situation of considerable exclusion from PP (the current state), b) the idealistic representations 
of SPP (the desirable next state of SPP), and c) students’ politicity as an evolving (maturing) 
capacity, and the school as the potential optimal space for developing it. The idealistic character 
of the desirable next stage is given by the absence of practical instrumentation, the noteworthy 
disparity in regard to pupils, teachers, and principals’ characterisations of real participatory 
practices in the school, and the lack of realistic guidance on how to achieve it. This considerable 
divergence urges us to think carefully about the transition. What kind of school is necessary and 
possible to transit from the exclusionary current state of SPP to the desirable one? How could 
citizenship education contribute to an effective transition? It is in this sense that we need to think 
on how to construct a school of proximal political development. 
 This way of conceptualising the school is at the heart of my thesis. For this reason, I will 
present a synthesis of the main findings classified in three groups: 1) the current state of students’ 
political participation, 2) the desirable next state of student political participation and its 
idealistic character, and 3) the school’s potential for promoting student political participation. 
9.1.1 The current state of students’ political participation  
The analysis of students’ representations of political participation offers an account of the 
current state of pupils’ involvement in political action, both inside and outside the school. It is 
mainly characterised by a general situation of exclusion.  In this section I will summarise the 
principal findings of my thesis in regard to this present state. 
 In Chapter 5 I showed that students’ dominant representation of political participation is 
based on a notion of the political as a specific arena (see 2.1.3), distinguished by its public 
character and the presence of government (see 5.2.2). It is a conception with prevailing elements 
of formality (see 2.2): participation is predominantly oriented to influencing government’s 
composition and decisions; the agencies and repertoires identified as political are those 
recognised by the state as acceptable; and the agencies of participation predominantly present a 
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formal composition (see Table 2.2). As I argued, this representation allocates the political into a 
distant scenario from students’ daily lives; it is very unlikely that students found themselves in 
participatory experiences that comply with these principles (see 8.1).  
 The explicit representation of PP in the curriculum of Civic and Ethics Formation (CEF) 
mostly concurs with students’ dominant characterisation. It is also based on a notion of the 
political as a specific arena where sovereign decisions are made. However, the curriculum 
stresses a representation of the political as “a set of practices and institutions through which an 
order is created” (Mouffe, 2005, p. 9), from which students are significantly excluded in so far 
their legal political rights, fundamental for an effective and authentic participation in such arena, 
are not guaranteed until the age of 18 (see 6.2.4).  
 Whereas the explicit representation of PP in the curriculum reinforces a view of students’ 
politicity as future oriented, it aims to encourage them to participate in different contexts which 
are not considered as political, including their schools (see 6.2.1 and 6.2.2). However, this 
desirable participation is not grounded on a regulatory framework that provides real possibilities 
to student involvement in the school (see 6.3). On the contrary, the legal framework for 
secondary schools significantly restricts student participation and drives them to a passive role. It 
concedes limited efficacy (see 3.3), and does not contemplate powerful agencies for pupils’ 
participation (see 6.1.1-6.1.3). In this regard, the Student Society is the only organ for pupils’ 
voice, but the lack of legal attributions and its single-actor composition significantly reduce its 
efficacy, compared to other agencies for participation in school from which students are 
excluded (see 6.1.2).  
 The permissible representation of pupils’ participation in the school, the one 
operationalized in the legal framework, corresponds closely to students, teachers and principals’ 
representations of its practice in the school (see 7.5). Experiences of pupils’ involvement in 
school are scarce and frequently limited by the intervention of teachers, prefects, deputy head 
teachers, principals and parents (see 7.1-7.3). Consequently, when students get involved they 
tend to do it through simulated forms of participation (see 7.4). It leads to very weak 
participation in terms of its political efficacy. Such a weakness is significantly reinforced by the 
lack of agencies for student involvement (see 7.2). In this regard, the Student Society is 
perceived as the main organ for participation, but students frequently see it as a game or a 
parody of national politics. For teachers and principals it is mainly an exercise or simulacrum of 
democracy. As in the legal framework, the Student Society appears more as a learning space 
than an agency for effective student participation in school (see 7.2.1). 
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 The concentration of binding decision-making in school’s authorities, teachers and 
parents (see 7.1.1), and the lack of student involvement in other domains of participation (see 
3.1.1 and 7.1), entail a pupils’ perception of disempowerment; closely related to a general 
positioning of disengagement in regard to participation is school. Here young people’s political 
disengagement is not a consequence of postmodern life, or the characteristics of contemporary 
adolescences, but mostly an effect of students’ disempowerment (see 7.4). It, in turn, is an 
expected outcome of the general limited and weak participation in school (see 7.5).  
 Because student participation does not take place in a vacuum, a wider picture of Mexico 
City’s secondary schools ultimately explains this state of affairs. In this regard, I found six 
relevant factors: 1) Authentic and effective student participation is time consuming and can be 
rather messy; school actors have no time for democratic participation. 2) Citizenship education 
and student participation are not a priority in schools. 3) Schools’ priorities respond to an 
increasing pressure on standardised outcomes particularly in the areas of language literacy and 
numeracy. 4) The way of assuring such outcomes is through a growing system of assessment 
technologies (Ball et al., 2012) to which schools’ efforts are directed. 5) Principals and teachers 
are overwhelmed by such demands and administrative paper work which leaves short time for 
pedagogical engagement and creative initiatives. 6) The current state of student participation 
does not alter the differential power relations that are effective for the centralised chain of 
vigilance that generates such demands over schools (see 7.5). 
 The previous concatenated explanation leads to the idea that students’ lack of 
participation in school is less a result of individual attributes than an outcome of the current 
school’s dynamics and the regulatory policies to which the schools have to respond. Thus, what 
appears as student disengagement is rather the expected result of certain structures and practices 
in the school, which exclude pupils from authentic and effective participation. As a concise 
indicator of the systemic exclusion of students from participation in the school, I presented in 
Chapter 8 pupils’ low and very low scores in an index of authentic participation in the school 
(see 8.1.1). Additionally, using two other similar indexes that measure student participation in 
their families, local, national, and global communities, I argued that exclusion from participation 
extends also to these contexts (see 8.1.3).  
 As a whole, the previous findings constitute what I called the first implication for 
citizenship education of students’ representations of PP: secondary school students experience a 
general condition of exclusion from political participation. They are considerably excluded from 
a) their own representation of PP, b) the explicit curricular representation of PP, c) authentic 
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participation in their schools, d) families, and d) the local, national and global communities (see 
8.1). Being a student and adolescent seems to be a sufficient condition for being excluded from 
political participation. Nevertheless, this exclusionary scenario is likely to be stronger for those 
with an adverse socio-economic condition, parents with lower levels of formal education, and 
those who live in the urban area where my research was undertaken and attend to the area’s 
schools (see 8.1.4). This is how students’ represent the present state of their (lack of) political 
participation. 
9.1.2 The desirable next state of student political participation and its idealistic 
character 
As I argued in Chapter 5 (5.2.1) students’ realistic representations of PP coexist with an 
idealistic counterpart. This representation portrays PP as an inclusive practice in terms of its 
participants and their resources, which pursuits positive values like justice, democracy or 
freedom for all, instead of self-interests. It is supposed to be enacted through honest actions; free 
of simulation, illegal or immoral acts and power over relations (see 2.3.1).  
 While students remain sceptical about the odds of realising this ideal characterisation in 
the school (see 7.1), the regulatory framework for secondary schools includes a discourse about 
democracy as a way of life, inclusion, participation and children’s rights, which suggest that the 
school should enact such values. This positive representation reaches its highest point in the 
curriculum of CEF. It decisively encourages student participation in the domains of Resolution 
of common problems and Conflict Resolution (see 6.2.1 and 6.2.3): students are portrayed as 
actively involved in these areas, they should design strategies and courses of action to be enacted 
in the school, in the local, national, and global communities. It presents a responsible student as 
the main participant with an active role. Participation is portrayed primarily as a discursive or 
linguistic practice with dialogue and debate as its main repertoires, which can be realised 
through face-to-face interaction or mediated by the Internet and media communications. This is 
not a spontaneous activity, because it is desirable that students principally participate through 
different organisations. It is mainly oriented to the construction of agreements and consensus. It 
has to be legal, and not violent or contentious (see 6.2.2). 
  This representation turns idealistic in so far the legal documents and the curriculum do 
not provide a feasible instrumentation of such a positive discourse (see 6.1 and 6.2). 
Consequently, the desirable curricular representation is not grounded in a regulatory framework 
which supports its intended practices. It is idealistic because students, teachers, and principals’ 
representations of current practices in the school are sharply contrasting with such a discourse, 
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and, more importantly, there are no signs of changes in that direction (see Chapter 7). One of the 
major effects of this idealisation is that teachers, principals and pupils learn the puerile and 
politically correct discourse about democracy and student participation, and know when to use it. 
Simultaneously they are socialised into a rather authoritarian school system, where democracy is 
a marginal and sporadic phenomenon. (see 7.5) 
9.1.2 The school’s potential for promoting student political participation 
Although some school actors despair of the possibilities of enacting the ideal PP in the school, 
and others simply accommodate to the current distribution of power that the real situation 
maintains, one of the central findings of my thesis is the school’s potential for promoting student 
participation inside and outside the school. In Chapter 8, I showed that increasing authentic 
participation in the school predicts a rise in students’ involvement in their families and 
communities, at the time that growing participation in these settings promotes an intensification 
of pupils’ participation in the school. The school, then, has the potential of stimulating a virtuous 
circle of student participation (see 8.2).  
 There are at least two dimensions of the school experience which are relevant for 
increasing participation in students’ surrounding communities: formal learning in classroom, 
particularly in Spanish and Civic and Ethical Formation, but more importantly, pupils’ 
participation in school (see 8.2).  
 In spite of the prevailing situation of students’ exclusion from PP, these findings sustain 
the school’s possibilities for developing pupils’ politicity in other arenas by opening more 
opportunities for an authentic, autonomous and effective participation within it. The school, then, 
has the potential of being that “zone” of proximal development through which pupils can mature 
their politicity, and transit from a general situation of exclusion, to be active in more inclusive 
and significant practices of political participation across different contexts. 
 
9.2 Recommendations for citizenship education in the Mexican secondary 
school: possibilities for constructing the school of proximal development 
Throughout the previous summary of the main empirical findings of my research, I have 
intended to show the need of thinking in the school of proximal development, as well as the 
secondary schools’ potential to become such a scaffold. In this section, I will address potential 
hows.  
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 In Chapter 8 I pointed out three main implications for citizenship education that were 
mostly descriptive, in so far they call attention to the main challenges for citizenship education 
and the school’s potential of developing students’ politicity and further political involvement in 
other contexts. The subsequent recommendations, in contrast, aim to point out desirable changes 
in policy and practice in order to enhance such a potential and turn it into real practices. In this 
regard, the following constitute the normative implications for citizenship education of students’ 
representation of PP. All of them are oriented to clarify some of the required practices for a 
School of Proximal Development (SPD). 
 Due to the fact that I am referring to public secondary schools, the possibility of 
constructing an effective SPD demands multiple efforts in different dimensions of the Mexican 
education system. While I will point out some recommendations oriented to the level of central 
policy-making, others can be implemented locally without having to wait for legislation. 
9.2.1 Changing the ideal: an alternative desirable state of students’ political 
participation 
In my view, a first necessary step in the construction of the SPD is to rethink the ideal next state 
of students’ PP within the context of citizenship education in secondary schools.  
A) A conception of political participation inclusive of adolescents: a pedagogical approach.  
In contrast to the explicit curricular representation of PP, citizenship education needs an 
inclusive view of secondary school students. It means that PP is not conceptualised as a future 
domain of participation. We are not forming future political subjects, nor are students becoming 
political. Instead, citizenship education in secondary school should be seen as an opportunity to 
collaborate with pupils in making the most of their politicity: an evolving capacity that every 
human being is able to develop according to his/her age and sociocultural context (see 2.3.3). It 
has the following components: 
a) It is understood as an inseparable compound of entitlement to equality and action: 
politicity equals political participation. (see 2.3) 
b) It is oriented to the enactment of equality and the neutralisation of the power 
relationships within which students are immersed (emancipation) (see 2.3 and 2.3.1) 
c) Between the entitlement of equality and action, students’ politicity requires a reflective 
point: to analyse and become aware of the network of power relations that shape students’ 
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subjectivity and circumscribe their possibilities. Within this reflective phase, decisions 
about how to act are taken. (see 2.3 and 2.3.5) 
d) Four main forms of counter power relations are available for taking action: resistance, 
reciprocity, legitimation, and persuasion. Within them, multiple possible configurations 
(agencies—repertoires—targets or domains of participation) can be arranged. In these 
practices either elements of formality or informality (see 2.2) can prevail, or being more 
equally combined (see 2.3.2 and 2.3.4). In this sense, political participation is a terrain of 
creativity, rather than a dogmatic adscription to fixed practices. 
e) It can pursue different ends, but successful political participation has at least two stable 
consequences for the active student: subjectivization (see 2.1.4) and the expansion of 
possibilities for participants (students) and subjects alike. (see 2.3.2 and 2.3.5) 
f) Political participation is trans-contextual. It can be enacted within different arenas, from 
family to the global sphere (see 2.3.4). For these social contexts or institutions, political 
participation has two possible outcomes: temporary order or conflict. More than a 
negative practice, conflict needs to be seen as an unavoidable element of a community 
engaged in its democratisation. (see 2.3.4 and 2.3.5) 
 
Once students’ politicity has been understood as an evolving capacity, it turns easier to be 
developed through collaboration in the school as any other capacity. This pedagogical approach 
to political participation (see 2.3) aims to unveil the political in students’ daily lives by orienting 
participatory projects, defined by themselves or in collaboration with teachers. The starting point 
of each of these projects should be a particular situation experienced by pupils as a threat to their 
entitlement to equality, preferably within their close contexts like the school. Once the problem 
has been identified, students should be encouraged to investigate about this situation: what 
causes it? How it is connected to a broader network of power relations which might include 
different arenas beyond the school? Pupils should be motivated to analyse their own location 
within such a network, and to elucidate how this positioning shapes their subjectivity and 
circumscribes their possibilities of action and thinking. This will constitute a learning process 
about themselves which is the basis for deciding the following course of action (resistance, 
reciprocity, legitimation or persuasion), and its practical configuration in terms of the potential 
agencies and repertoires through which participation will be channelled. During those decisions, 
students should be encouraged to develop creative political actions and to evaluate its potential 
efficacy.  Lastly, it is within this reflective point where pupils can also discover how other 
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people might be affected by the same problem, or by some vectors of this network of power 
relations, and to become sympathetic or critical about others’ practices of political participation.   
 Closely linked to the previous reflective phase, students should design and plan their 
actions, and carrying them out. A potential last stage would be to undertake a reflective 
assessment about the project and its efficacy: to what extent participation is changing the way 
students see themselves (subjectivization)? To what extent this participatory experience has 
opened more possibilities to pupils, in terms of what they can do and/or think (equality and 
emancipation)? To what extent students’ participation has redefined the order within the 
particular context or institution where it primarily took place, or, conversely, what is the 
resulting new situation of conflictuality? 
 This would summarise a participatory process based on a pedagogical approach to PP. 
This new ideal is founded on the fact that an adolescent centred representation of PP which 
transcends the stiff demarcation public-private and is not exclusively oriented to, or dominated 
by, governmental actors is positively associated to an intensification of students’ participation in 
the school (see 8.2.1). Due to the school’s potential of stimulating a virtuous circle of pupils’ 
participation, this representation turns relevant for citizenship education in order to achieve one 
of its most common and significant goals: the formation of an active citizen 
B) The centrality of the school.  
While the pedagogical approach to political participation seems particularly relevant to be 
implemented in the course of Civic and Ethical Formation, a desirable state of pupils’ political 
participation must see the school as the principal context for enacting this approach. The 
curriculum should envisage a student who undertakes participatory projects within the different 
domains of participation in the school (see 3.1.1), and to suggest a wide range of possible 
practices, which should be consistent with the highest quality in participation (see 3.2).  
 This active student is not only competent in formal and pre-established practices of 
participation, but sees it as a creative and open process. It means that, depending on students’ 
interests, participation in school can be carried out through a variety of agencies and repertoires 
(see 3.1.2), sometimes with an emphasis on formality and others on informality (see 2.2).  
 Like modern states, where citizens follow rules while they are involved (actively or 
through representation) in constant processes of reform and law development, the centrality of 
the school means that pupils actively take part in the legitimation, reform and development of 
schools’ rules and norms. It includes establishing the limits of their own participation and 
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agreeing who has the responsibility of exercising such restrictions. In this regard, school’s 
authorities need to be seen not as de facto, but legitimate authorities. 
 To see the school as the main context for realising SPP is a desirable state grounded on 
the evidence provided in this thesis in regard to school’s potential to promote a virtuous circle of 
student participation (school—family—school; school—communities—school) (see 8.2).  
C) To politicise citizenship education.  
The pedagogical approach to political participation and the centrality of the school in the 
development of students’ politicity, entail the unavoidable politicisation of citizenship education. 
This is the ideal. As such, it has a positive connotation. As I argued in Chapter 1, contemporary 
research and programs on citizenship education have reserved the political for students’ future, 
and/or have rejected to posit the political as a central category in citizenship education, either as 
a result of the lack of problematisation on this concept, or because its association to “negative” 
meanings (domination, power, self-interests, conflict, corruption, boring, etc.). In contrast, the 
political within a pedagogical approach to PP becomes problematised and turns into a positive 
capacity, whose development is highly desirable for every student.  
 Political participation within a pedagogical approach is a capacity more clearly defined 
than citizenship or civic participation/engagement (see Chapter 1).  While there are myriad of 
potential practices through which it can be enacted in the school, these have been mapped, 
identified, classified and clarified in this thesis (Chapters 3, 6 and 7). Certainly, the proposed 
perspective on SPP excludes some types of participation frequently associated to civic or 
citizenship engagement, particularly different forms of altruistic participation. However, it is a 
considerably clearer approach; and, in my view, the clarity in regard to the expected learning is 
always a virtue in education. Additionally, in contrast to civic engagement, the pedagogical 
approach to political participation does not rely primarily on its justification on moral 
imperatives, universal principles (excepting the right to participation), the benefits for others, or 
the duty of participating within our communities; nor it aims to motivate students to participate 
under these premises. These are rather things that pupils will value, once they get involved in 
participation as a result of their politicity. 
 Lastly, this ideal is grounded on the fact that a students’ representation of PP closer to the 
way in which it is conceptualised within the pedagogical approach is a significant factor to 
increasing authentic participation in the school. In turn, students’ political participation in the 
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school has a significant potential of promoting participation outside the school, of developing the 
active citizen that many programs around world aim to educate.  
9.2.2  Changing the real: specifying the school of proximal development 
Mexico City’s secondary schools need to undertake some changes if they want to be a relevant 
space that contributes to students’ transition from a situation of prevailing exclusion to a more 
inclusive state in political action. As I pointed out above, these changes are related to different 
levels. In the following, I will begin with some recommendations for central policy-making, and 
then, I will present others concerned to the domain of the schools. 
A) Creating political opportunities through the regulatory framework 
The school of proximal development needs to open political opportunities (see 7.1) for pupils’ 
politicity. An important step in this regard is to create legal conditions that allow students to 
undertake actions of resistance, reciprocity, legitimation, and persuasion as part of the schools’ 
regular functioning. This end demands a more coherent legal framework for secondary school 
which provides a clear instrumentation of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the 
Child (signed by Mexico in 1990), the national law of childhood’s rights and the principles 
related to a positive discourse on students’ participation acknowledged in the Mexican 
Constitution and the General Law of Education (see 6.1). Accordingly, the regulation should 
consider the potential domains of students’ participation in the school, and open political 
opportunities in all of them. It should provide a legal guarantee for the quality of pupils’ 
involvement, in terms of authenticity, autonomy and efficacy. In this regard, an important 
challenge is to give legal foundation to student participation in different agencies with real 
power. They need to have a guaranteed place, voice, and vote in the national, regional and local 
technical and social councils. Likewise, there need to be clarity in regard to their right to a place, 
voice and vote in the schools’ technical and social councils. In regard to exclusive agencies, the 
student society requires legal power in terms of having prerogatives and functions that result in a 
more effective participation. Additionally, the regulatory framework needs to protect the right to 
association within the school and to open opportunities for the development of other formal or 
informal agencies according to students’ participatory interests. 
 Lastly, students should be well-informed about this legal framework in order to be aware 
of their rights and possibilities, as well as to demand their realisation. 
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B) Time 
Authentic, autonomous and effective students’ political participation in the school needs time 
(see 7.5). Most of the conditions that reduce or almost eliminate time for participation in the 
school are related to some central policies and assessment technologies (Ball et al., 2012); the 
curriculum for general secondary schools; and the regulatory framework.  
 Firstly, to work under a pedagogical approach to political participation requires a specific 
time. Students need time for researching, debating, planning, carrying out, and evaluating their 
political actions. Civic and Ethical Formation (CEF) has four hours per week in the curricular 
timetable, but the program is highly ambitious in its content, rather over fitted. Besides, students 
go from one course to another during the week, having 40 minutes of daily recess. It leaves two 
possibilities: the education authorities either open a specific time for students’ participation, or 
guarantee a special time for this within the CEF course.    
 Secondly, students’ desirable participation in the school also demands teachers and 
principals’ time. I have shown how only around 10% of secondary school teachers have a full 
time contract, while almost 50% work on an hourly based contract (see 7.5). It frequently means 
that they teach their course and leave, which reduces the likelihood of having fruitful encounters 
in regard to conflict resolution, collaboration with students in their participatory projects, and 
debates or discussions related to different domains of participation. It needs a policy which 
considers a space during the week for school participation as part of teachers working time. 
 Similarly, principals’ overwhelming workload does not contribute to the promotion of 
students’ political development in the school. It is particularly relevant the amount of 
administrative work, which leaves little space for being engaged in pedagogical projects (see 
7.5). This could be significantly reduced through a more effective policy of school 
administration, which also promotes a view of the principals more as pedagogical leaders, than 
administrative and disciplinary authorities.  
 As I have shown, the regulatory framework gives a lot of power to principals through the 
concentration of functions and conclusive decisions in most of the domains of participation. This 
concentration of power is also recognised in students’ representations of practices in the school. 
While some of them delegate certain tasks, others keep total control. It seems necessary a policy 
of work delegation in the leadership of the school. It should be based on democratic mixed 
agencies, like committees or commissions, compounded by students, parents and teachers, and 
responsible for some of the key areas of schools’ functioning.  Whereas the principal could keep 
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conclusive decisions or have a quality vote on these organs (depending on how radically 
democracy wants to be carried out in the school), such a delegation would promote effective 
student participation, while would help to diminish principals’ workload. Nonetheless, this 
policy also needs to deal with time constrains. 
 The problem of time is closely related with current school priorities and the assessment 
technologies to assure their realisation (see 7.5). While other countries are abandoning the logic 
of national standardisation through testing, based on reductive assessments (e.g. multiple-choice 
tests), and highly criticised (e.g. Apple, 2006; Apple & Beane, 2007a; Darling-Hammond, 2010; 
Fielding & Moss, 2011; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2012; Ravitch, 2011), Mexico’s education policy 
looks keen of this perspective under the illusion of accountability. I have shown some of the 
negative effects that this policy has for authentic, autonomous and effective student participation 
in school (see 7.5). It is important to shift to a more integral learning policy, which, while having 
learning priorities, does not be excessively reductive in focusing on certain areas while 
disregarding others. It is also necessary not to force schools to enter in the logic of annual 
national testing, which shrinks schools’ aims to the goal of being successful in the exams, 
especially if such results open possibilities of acquiring more resources. Lastly, it is especially 
important to give schools more autonomy, particularly in regard to curriculum organisation, time 
management and the definition of school’s priorities. 
 This shift in the education policy would contribute to opening more time for student 
participation, which, paradoxically for some, has shown to be relevant for developing certain 
abilities that the current policy prioritises. As Mager and Nowak (2012) have recently shown, 
among a variety of positive effects, student participation in decision-making is positively 
associated to the development of communication skills, cooperation and team work, interaction 
and social skills, decision-making and problem solving skills, organisational skills, democratic 
skills, improvements in learning and academic achievement, higher student attendance rates, 
better acceptance of/compliance with rules, and better school climate.    
C) Changing representations 
The first two recommendations are clearly directed to the macro level of central policy-making. 
In my view, they are necessary, but we have also learnt to be cautious and sceptical about top-
down changes in education. A lot of the recent Mexican history in this regard comprises 
remarkable failures, false expectations, and very slow and divergent changes (Aboites, 2012; 
Andere, 2003; Guevara, 1992). In part, these negative experiences come from a lack of 
comprehension about the different mediations and transformations to which the content of policy 
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documents is subjected during the attempts of being implemented in schools (see 7.5). 
Accordingly, the following recommendations are oriented to the school level assuming that the 
previous ones have not taken place. This means, for instance, that it would be desirable to have 
more official time for student participation and CEF, but there is also the possibility of 
democratising current practices in the school within the existing time restrictions. In my view, 
there is room for potential changes without the desirable transformations in the legal framework, 
the curriculum, and the domain of central education policy. This is not to say, that these changes 
are trivial or dispensable. 
 The possibility of having some changes in the current conditions of secondary schools 
requires a shift in teachers and principals’ representations. Certainly, it seems important to 
appropriate a new ideal of students’ political participation (9.2.1), but also to change our views 
about discipline and order. A school that opens political opportunities for student participation is 
highly vibrant in terms of conflict and debate. Discipline is grounded on a children’s and human 
rights perspective, rather than on a de facto obedience, silence and lack of discussion. In this 
school, authority’s legitimation is not pre-established, but constructed, earned in front of 
students. For some, this school could appear as a rather messy one (Apple & Beane, 2007b). 
Problems and conflicts constantly arise, but the school is prepared, and get used to face them 
without violating students’ right to participation. In terms of discipline and order, this is the 
school that best encourage quality student participation; therefore, the school that can make the 
most of the positive effects mentioned above. 
D) Opening political opportunities in practice 
In order to widen political opportunities that allow students’ actions of resistance, reciprocity, 
legitimation, and persuasion in the school within the current conditions, I will present some 
specific recommendations according to each of the five domains of participation worked in this 
thesis. 
 1. Binding Decision-making. A first step in this domain would be to take a positive 
answer to the legal contradiction in regard to students’ participation in the School Technical 
Council (STC) (see 6.1.1). It also demands a change in principals and teachers’ views: all the 
issues discussed in the STC are of students’ concern, because they have to do with their school. 
Students’ representatives need to be included in all the sessions with the guaranteed functions 
and rights as any other vocal. 
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 Similarly, students’ representatives could be informed in advance about the issues to be 
discussed in the session, and should be able to propose their own points. Then, a session of the 
Student Society should take place before the Councils’ meeting in order to discuss their 
positioning. A similar process could be guaranteed for students’ participation in the Councils of 
Social Participation. 
 It requires that the elections in the Student Society are not carried out through simulated 
forms of participation (see 7.2.2). Conversely, teachers and principals could contribute to assure 
an autonomous and authentic process. Likewise, the communication between the principal and 
the chiefs of class could be more frequent and productive. This could be the channel for 
establishing negotiations, understood as processes of legitimation, reciprocity and resistance, 
through which binding decisions, which cannot wait for a STC’s session, are made. 
 Principals and teachers could have a meeting with the chiefs of class and the 
representatives of the Student Society in order to agree certain rules for a better and inclusive 
classroom and school climate, within the limits of the current regulatory framework. Each 
teacher could do the same in every class at the beginning of the academic year.  The most 
important challenge in this regard is to assure the highest levels of autonomy and authenticity in 
students’ involvement, as well as future compliance from teachers and students, which would 
increase its political efficacy.  
 2. Conflict Resolution. The main recommendation for developing students’ politicity in 
this domain is to allow students to take a relevant role in ‘peacemaking’ (Bickmore, 2008). The 
dominant hierarchised process of ‘peacekeeping’ (see 7.1.2), which contains conflict rather than 
solving it, needs to be gradually replaced by one in which students actively participate in the 
conclusive decisions, and are able to mediate others’ conflicts (between students or any other 
school actor). Developing formal agencies like youth courts, or other instances of mediation, 
where students play the leading role, could facilitate this aim. However, it has also to do with 
changing certain repertoires in teachers and school authorities’ participation in conflict 
resolution through a variety of agencies. The main change should be to transit from leading the 
resolution to a collaborative role. It means that teachers and authorities do not lead or take 
resolute decisions, but collaborate with students in order to be they who play that leading role. 
 3. Classroom climate and knowledge construction. Recommendations in this domain are 
oriented to create a classroom climate opened to controversy and debate, as well as to transcend 
a fixed dichotomy between educands/educator (see 3.1).  There are four main potential changes 
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in this direction. Firstly, to minimise passive teaching strategies, like dictation or lectures, and to 
maximise active ones, like debates in small groups of students, plenary discussions, students’ 
presentations, students’ projects, research, etc. Secondly, teachers should be less afraid of 
recognising their lack of knowledge in certain issues that students bring to class, and propose 
collaborative research tasks or projects as a response. Thirdly, while it would be desirable to 
have a curriculum with more space for students’ interests, teachers should take these as the 
starting point, or to make an effort to connect their teaching to them. Fourthly, learning 
assessment could rather be based on collaborative and active forms, like students’ projects, 
performance assessment (Darling-Hammond & Adamson, 2010), differentiated assessment 
(Tomlinson & Moon, 2013), self and collaborative assessment (Leonel Pérez Expósito & 
González Aguilar, 2011; Philippe Perrenoud, 2008). 
 4. Resolution of common problems. As I argued in Chapter 7, one of the main challenges 
in this domain is disengagement as a consequence of students’ disempowerment. Consequently, 
students need to perceive that they have real possibilities of changing things which are, in their 
opinion, problematic and affect others. While this domain includes problems that connect the 
school with its surrounding communities, a good start would be a common problem within the 
school. For instance, if students consider that not having toilet paper and soap in the schools’ 
restrooms is a common problem (see 7.4), teachers and school authorities can collaborate with 
them through a process of political participation orientated to achieving that goal, based on the 
process described in 9.2.1. The key element is to let them lead the process from the definition of 
what is problematic to its resolution, in order to feel that they can change the current conditions; 
therefore they are co-responsible. Following this logic, increasing participation in this domain 
should be a consequence of opening more political opportunities for autonomous, authentic and 
effective student participation in general. 
 5. Identity construction. Most of the current problems in this regard are related to failed 
attempts of legitimation by the school’s authorities.  Principals and teachers need to be aware 
that any restriction to students’ exploration or realisation of their identities must be legitimised. 
The objection cannot end in “I don’t like this”, “it is not decent”, “this is not good for you”, “this 
is better or worse”, and judgements alike. If there is anything to be forbidden, it has to be 
justified through deliberation with students. The impossibility of justifying some of the current 
restrictions should let teachers realise that it is only a confrontation between subjective and 
contrasting tastes, opinions, and preference. Illegitimate restraints should let them realise that, in 
several occasions, the nonsense that these restrictions have for students is grounded. 
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9.2.3 The school of proximal development: an instance of collaboration 
I have presented different recommendations. Some of them concerned to a new desirable state of 
SPP, other related to potential changes in the domain of central education policy, and a last 
group that, in my view, do not depend on the changes in the grand policy to be undertaken in the 
schools. All of them constitute the normative implications of students’ representations of PP, at 
the time that shape the school of proximal development. In other words, they point out to some 
of the necessary changes for constructing a school that helps students to transit from a situation 
of general exclusion to a next state of inclusion in political participation.  
 As in Vygotsky’s ZPD the relationship between adults and students in the school of 
proximal political development is characterised by collaboration; not blind obedience, 
imposition, manipulation, etc., but a collaborative relation that helps students to develop their 
politicity in the school. Collaboration is the key factor for transforming the school in the main 
scaffold for an effective transition to an active political citizenship. 
 In Chapter 2, I pointed out that the political comprises a constitutive paradox between 
order and conflict: it is the political what allows us to organise a functional collective life within 
different arenas including the school. However, the political also unveils our differences (some 
of which are difficult to be conciliated), the power relationships among human beings, and our 
problematic equality with a tendency to dissensus. This is why order in an effective school of 
proximal political development is always a temporal outcome. Collaboration does not always 
mean agreement. When the school is a place for developing students’ politicity, teachers 
collaborate with students knowing that a likely result will be dissensus and conflict. Nonetheless, 
they are confident of being in a school that knows how to deal with it; they are aware of the 
necessity of conflict within a community engaged with democracy and equality. Moreover, they 
know the potential benefits that dealing with conflictive situations will bring to students. 
 
9.3 Contributions to knowledge and the need of further research 
Having presented the major findings of my research, as well as the normative implications of 
students’ representations of political participation, there are elements to reflect on the 
contributions to knowledge made by the thesis, and also the areas in which further research is 
needed. 
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 While there is empirical research concerned with young people’s understanding of 
citizenship and political participation, this thesis has provided an in-depth account of secondary 
school students’ representations of PP (Chapters 5, 7 and 8), based on a theoretically grounded 
problematisation of the concept (Chapter 2). Whereas previous works related to the field of 
citizenship education either identify the political with the domain of politics, or dissolves any 
particular meaning by ambiguously interchanging the term with others like citizenship 
participation or civic engagement (see Chapter 1), this thesis brings clarity to the field about 
what political participation means (see 2.1-2.2). It provides a more meaningful theoretical 
approach in order to analyse how students understand it, but also how do they practice it, and to 
what extent they are actively involved. 
 Based on the theoretical perspectives to the political that are inclusive of adolescents, one 
of the main contributions is the development of an approach to political participation specially 
thought to secondary school students. This pedagogical approach brings new possibilities for 
understanding the political meaning of adolescents’ practices of participation in their daily 
contexts, particularly in the school. It also offers a theoretical framework to think about potential 
configurations of political practices within which secondary school students can participate (see 
2.3). In this regard, the thesis makes a special contribution for the understanding and evaluation 
of practices of student political participation in the school. I have developed an analytical model 
constituted by two dimensions (Chapter 3). The first is a descriptive one, which allows a better 
comprehension of how existing and potential practices of student participation in school are 
configured. The second is rather normative, because it helps to evaluate the degree of 
authenticity and autonomy in pupils’ involvement, as well as its political efficacy. These are the 
two constitutive dimensions of what I called the quality of student participation. 
 In spite of the inclusive views on political participation, students’ representations are 
mostly based on organising principles that correspond to a view on the political as a specific 
arena, from which they are significantly excluded. These findings contribute to a current debate 
in the literature on young people’s participation pointed out in Chapter 1. The discussion lies on 
arguing, on the one hand, that youth political participation is declining; on the other, that this 
apparent decline rather shows a transformation in the forms of their political involvement. My 
findings provide new evidence to the first narrative, but under an alternative logic.  For students, 
the political remains circumscribed in the kind of practices that this approach has documented as 
declining among the youth. The population of my study marginally perceive the so-called 
alternative political practices as political. In spite of this, they barely participate in both. 
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However, as the case of participation in school suggests, students’ lack of involvement responds 
to a series of structural conditions and recurrent practices that significantly restricts authentic 
student participation. In this case, political disengagement is primarily an outcome of exclusion.  
 Even when the participants of my research get marginally involved in participation in the 
school, the thesis has provided additional evidence to the argument that formal education 
promotes political participation. However, my findings offer more clarity about the dimensions 
of the school experience that better explain this positive relationship. Specially, I have argued 
about the relevance of authentic student participation in school, and how it can develop a 
virtuous circle of participation between school and family, and school and communities (see 8.2). 
 Because increasing authentic student participation is a key factor, I have stressed the 
need of enhancing it. Particularly, the thesis shows that changes in students’ representations 
towards a more inclusive characterization of PP are a factor of participation in school (see 8.2.1). 
This line of reasoning has been barely explored, but points out that how students understand 
political participation influences the frequency and quality of their involvement in the school. 
While this argument opens a fertile terrain for further research, sustains the need of shifting, 
within citizenship education, to a conception of PP inclusive of adolescents and centered in the 
school; a view closer to a pedagogical approach to political participation.  
 Adding to the previous theoretical and empirical contributions, I think that this work 
opens methodological possibilities to further studies. I have argued about the need of creativity 
and openness in our methodological enterprises in order to produce a more complete knowledge 
in terms of the epistemological principles it can embrace (see Chapter 4: Introduction and 4.1). 
While the field of citizenship education has been enriched by solid theoretically grounded works 
(e.g. Callan, 1997; Bernard Crick, 2000; Bernard Crick & Heater, 1977; M. Levinson, 2012), 
large scale quantitative studies (e.g. Torney-Purta, Losito, & Mintrop, 2001), qualitative and 
participatory accounts (e.g. Osler & Starkey, 2005a), and detailed ethnographic investigations (B. 
Levinson, 2001; Weller, 2007), this thesis has shown certain benefits of constructing bridges 
between some of these methodological approaches. Instead of looking at them as essentially 
contradictory, I have presented some of the benefits of combining, for instance, quantitative and 
qualitative data collection and analysis techniques, without disregarding a deeper theoretical 
problematisation.   
 Lastly, within the fields of citizenship education and youth participation, there is research 
that emphasises the normative dimension; other works are centred on an understanding of how 
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young people actually participate; while other emphasise how schools and communities can 
enhance and motivate active young citizens. My research calls attention to the need of a more 
balanced approach, embodied in the metaphor of the school of proximal development. 
Citizenship education will always be a contesting site in regard to its normative dimension, 
however such ideal qualities of the educated citizen should be thought under the light of the 
current and situated conditions of students, in order to think of the school as a pertinent and 
relevant scaffold for the achievement of that desirable state.  
9.3.1 The need of further research 
The findings of my research suggest a relationship between students’ representations of PP and 
their participation in school. I think this is an important area for further research in citizenship 
education: the way in which students’ understanding about political participation and their 
politicity affects the frequency and quality of participation in different contexts, and vice versa. 
This is relevant because citizenship education spends a lot of time working at the level of 
representations, some of which are never transposed into practice. It is also significant because 
the school is increasingly open to a favourable discourse on students’ rights and participation, 
while maintains restrictive practices in this respect. Research on the interconnectedness of 
representation and practice would offer important answers in regard to a) how representations 
orient students’ practices, b) what kind of representations impose a strong orientation to practice, 
c) what kind of structural and contextual conditions allow a better coherence between 
representation and practice, c) how practice changes participants’ representations, and d) what 
are the characteristics of those practices that have a strong impact on students’ representations. 
 Based on the analysis of students’ representations, I have argued that in the case of 
participation in the school, students’ disengagement is primarily a consequence of pupils’ 
disempowerment, which in turn is an outcome of certain conditions of the Mexican secondary 
school that promote students’ exclusion from participation. Accordingly, I have suggested a 
potential similar explanation for other contexts. However, further research is necessary to see 
whether this relation operates in the family, local communities and other domains. Indeed, 
detailed qualitative work seems necessary to understand how exclusion, disempowerment and 
disengagement are causally or mutually related through different contexts of students’ daily lives. 
 Further research is also needed in regard to what I have called the virtuous circle of 
participation promoted in the school. Particularly, we need more detailed and qualitative 
understanding about what kind of knowledge, abilities, dispositions, values or practices in 
general, which are learnt in the school, become relevant for participation in the family or 
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students’ communities and vice versa. Also, we need a better understanding about the structural 
differences between these contexts that open different political opportunities for students, and 
how these are related to the promotion of participation in another context.  
 Lastly, in recent years a body of literature has brought to light a program of research on 
citizenship and civic engagement development (e.g. Sherrod et al., 2010a). While my thesis has 
also pointed out the issue of seeing the school as a place for developing students’ politicity, 
further and careful research is needed to elucidate a) whether a psychological development 
perspective is compatible with an inherently contested normative domain, such as citizenship or 
political participation, b) whether the establishment of developmental stages is possible and 
desirable, c) the potential risks of defining developmental paths in this area, and d) whether this 
view undermines the political dimension of political development. 
 
9.4 Conclusions: A restatement of the main argument 
Once I have synthesised the major findings of my thesis, proposed a series of recommendations 
for policy and practice, and recognised certain contributions to knowledge and the need of 
further research, I am in a better position to state that the argument of this work has been 
developed. To conclude, I present a restatement of my argument (Chapter 1) to let the reader to 
consider whether it has been sustained through these pages. 
There are two organising principles that arrange students’ representations of political 
participation into two broad groups: real and ideal PP. Evidence from teachers' and principals’ 
views, as well as the normative account of pupils’ participation in the school (curriculum and 
legal framework), lead me to characterise students’ real representation as a general situation 
where they are, in fact, largely excluded from PP.  However, this depiction converges with an 
ideal representation which reaches its highest point in the curriculum of CEF. It turns 
significantly idealistic because of the absence of practical instrumentation; the noteworthy 
disparity in regard to pupils, teachers, and principals’ accounts of real participatory practices in 
the school; and the lack of truthful guidance on how to achieve it. Thus, the normal and expected 
distance between real and ideal becomes nonsense, in so far it reveals a strongly apolitical 
citizenship education in the school, through which the ideal is no longer an achievable point of 
reference. Consequently, it loses the capacity of orienting any significant pedagogical practice.  
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 Mexico City’s secondary schools, then, are far from being the scaffold that 
contributes to students’ political development. On the contrary, it is a place where most 
of the actors involved (teachers, principals and pupils) learn the puerile and politically 
correct discourse about democracy and student participation. Simultaneously they are 
socialised into a rather authoritarian school system, where democracy is a marginal and 
sporadic phenomenon. This dominant situation of limited student participation becomes 
functional to the current priorities of secondary schools, the assessment and evaluation 
technologies operating through a centralised chain of vigilance that generates such 
demands, and the maintenance of the existing distribution of power within the schools 
and across the education system. 
 In spite of this situation, the school has the potential of stimulating a virtuous 
circle of student participation. For this purpose, enhancing authentic and effective pupils’ 
involvement is vital. In contrast to a body of literature and consequent citizenship 
education programs, I have argued for the politicisation of citizenship education as the 
main strategy for achieving this end. Here the political is seen as a positive attribute, 
based on the idea that the development of students’ politicity is highly desirable. In order 
to achieve this goal, the politicisation of citizenship education requires a shift to a 
pedagogical approach to political participation inclusive of adolescents, and to see the 
school as the principal context for its enactment. This is to work on the construction of a 
school of proximal development, the current inexistent scaffold that needs to be built in 
order to develop students’ politicity under the light of a more achievable ideal state. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix 1: Quantitative sampling procedure  
The first step in the sampling procedure was to determine the sample size needed. The size of a 
representative sample depends on the level of error that the researcher resolves to tolerate. It 
means to decide which confidence interval (margin of error) for further estimates and which 
level of confidence is acceptable. Normally, a good sample establishes a confidence interval of 
   , and a level of confidence of 95% (Hernández Sampieri et al., 2010; Lohr, 2010). It means 
that if I was able to take successive samples from my population over and over again using 
confidence intervals for an estimate, I expect “95% of the resulting intervals to include the true 
value of the population parameter.” (Lohr, 2010, p. 41). Lastly, the accuracy of the size of a 
sample also depends on establishing the percentage of the sample that picks a particular answer 
which can only have two values (0 and 1). Generally it is necessary to consider the worst-case 
scenario in which half of the sample picks 0 and the other half 1. This is why the percentage is 
normally set to 0.5. Thus, the sample size is calculated as follows: 
 
    
       )        )
  
 
Ss= Sample size 
Z= z value (1.96 for 95% of confidence level) 
P= percentage of the population 
C= confidence interval 
For finite populations a correction is made according to the formula: 
              
  
  
    
   
 
Pop= population 
 
Accordingly, the sample size for my study was determined as: 
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 Considering possible selection bias by response rate, I set a sample size of 850 units 
(students). Due to the fact that sample size and confidence interval are inversely related in the 
equation, growing up the sample size to 850 means a confidence interval of 2.84. 
 Having established the sample size, I proceeded to determine its stratification. Stratified 
sampling increases the representativeness because it seeks to guarantee that the balance within 
certain strata in the population (e.g. gender) is accurately represented in the sample (Barnett, 
2002; Bryman, 2004; Lohr, 2010). According to Lohr (2010), one of the reasons for using a 
stratified sampling is when the researcher is interested in gathering precise information from two 
different subgroups within the population. Following the reasoning presented in 4.4, I was 
interested in two strata: students attending to the schools in the rural area            ), and 
students attending to the schools in the urban area             ). I determined the size of each 
stratum (  ) by proportional allocation, where the size of each stratum within the sample 
maintains the same proportion as in the population. There are two other ways of deciding the 
size of the strata in the sample: equal allocation, where each stratum has the same size, and 
optimal allocation. Equal allocation might present problems in terms of over and under 
representation of some strata. Optimal allocation has the advantage of reducing the sizes of the 
strata in the sample, but the variance of the population from a numeric variable needs to be 
known. Besides, in my case, the size of the sample was manageable in terms of costs and 
resources, so I decided to maintain proportional allocation. Thus, the formula for deciding the 
size of each stratum was     
   
 
, where    represents each strata,   the total sample size,    
the size of the stratum in the population, and N the total population. Thus, the size of the urban 
stratum was determined as 
    )     )
    
        (559) 
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The size of the rural stratum, then, was 
    )     )
    
         (291) 
 To take a simple random sample within each stratum was unviable in terms of costs, 
resources and time. Therefore I followed a two-stage cluster sample technique with unequal 
probabilities. Unequal probabilities means that the clusters to be selected have unequal 
probabilities to be chosen because of their different sizes in terms of the sample units they 
comprise (e.g. schools with different number of students). One of the advantages of cluster 
sampling is that it minimises the necessary costs and resources by randomly selecting only some 
clusters where the totality of sample units within each cluster is sampled, instead of randomly 
sample the total sample units dispersed across different clusters. In my case, these clusters were 
the general secondary schools comprising third grade students from both strata. However, to 
undertake a simple random sample (SRS) within each school was more complicated than 
selecting one or two whole classes and to administer the questionnaire to every student in the 
class. I presented the two options to the principals in the schools, and as expected they preferred 
that the questionnaire was administrated by groups. Therefore, the sampling procedure was a 
two-stage cluster sampling.  
 In order to select the schools, then, I use a clustered sample with unequal probabilities, 
frequently known as probability proportional to size (PPS). This is a form of systematic random 
and clustered sampling which guarantees that the probability of selecting a cluster was given 
according to its size, in terms of the sample units it contains. I followed an established procedure 
in order to determine the clusters by PSP (S. Bennett, Woods, Liyanage, & Smith, 1991; 
McGinn, 2004; Teck, 2005). I did it twice in order to guarantee the size of each stratum. So, in 
the case of the urban students, I followed the subsequent steps: 
1. I listed all the schools in the urban area and the number of sample units (students in third 
grade) they contain. (Columns A and B, Table 4.2) 
2. I calculated the cumulative frequency of sample units across the 12 schools. (Column C, 
Table 4.2) 
3. I decided to select 4 schools. With this number I would need 139.75 (140) students per 
school to cover the required quantity for this stratum according to the stratified sample 
size. Besides, 9 out of 12 schools in the urban area had more than 140 students in third 
grade.  
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4. By dividing the total population within the urban stratum            ) by 4 (the 
number of schools to be sampled), it is obtained the Sample Interval (SI) = 491. 
5. A Random Start (RS) point was selected by choosing a random number between 1 and 
491 (SI), which in this case was 489. 
6. Then, I calculated the following series: RS; RS + SI; RS + 2SI; RS + 3SI. Each of these 
operations produces a number to be located within the cumulative frequency of sample 
units. Each point, then, determined the four schools to be sample (Column D, Table 4.2).  
 
Table 4.2 Schools selected in the urban area by Probability Proportional to Size 
SCHOOLS IN THE 
URBAN AREA 
No. OF 
STUDENTS IN 
THIRD GRADE 
CUMULATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
RS; RS + SI…3SI 
(RS=489; SI= 491) 
US1 187 187  
US2 76 263  
US3 228 491 489 (RS) 
US4 181 672  
US5 237 909  
US6 171 1080 980  (RS + SI) 
US7 192 1272  
US8 15 1287  
US9 203 1490 1471 (RS + 2SI) 
US10 142 1632  
US11 125 1757  
US12 207 1964 1956 (RS + 3SI) 
Total 1964 1964  
 
I followed the same steps for selecting the schools within the rural stratum (Table 4.3). Having 
selected the schools for both strata, in the second stage of the clustered sampling I randomly 
selected the necessary number of groups within each school to comply with the proportion of 
students needed per school (140 in the urban area, and 146 in the rural one). 
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Table 4.3 Schools selected in the rural area by Probability Proportional to Size 
SCHOOLS IN THE 
URBAN AREA 
No. OF 
STUDENTS IN 
THIRD GRADE 
CUMULATIVE 
FREQUENCY 
RS; RS + SI 
(RS=121; SI= 510) 
RS1 266 266 121 (RS) 
RS2 190 456 
 RS3 299 755 631 (RS + SI) 
RS4 191 946 
 RS5 74 1020 
 Total 1964 1964  
 
Table 4.3 shows the selection of the final groups, final sample size and response rate by stratum 
and totals. There is no consensus on the acceptable response rate level in order to assure the 
representativeness of the sample. It varies depending on how the questionnaire was 
administrated. In the case of self-administrated paper questionnaires, as the one used in my 
survey (see 4.5.4) acceptable response rates go from 50% to 70% depending on the authors 
(Nulty, 2008). In either case, a response rate higher than 90% is very good. I think that the fact 
that the questionnaire was self-administrated in classroom, during a class hour, and with my 
presence and/or one or two research assistants to respond any questions from the students (see 
4.5.4), explains the very high response rate obtained. 
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Table 4.4 Second stage from the clustered sampling, final sample size, and response rate (strata and totals) 
STRATA SCHOOLS NO. OF 
STUDENTS IN 
THIRD GRADE 
NO. OF 
GROUPS IN 
THIRD GRADE 
AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF 
STUDENTS PER 
GROUP 
GROUPS 
NEEDED  
GROUPS 
SELECTED 
FINAL 
SIMPLE 
SIZE 
n= 
RESPONSE RATE 
(TOTAL AND PER 
STRATUM) 
Urban students US3 228 5 (A-E) 45.6 3.07 (3) B, D, E   
US6 171 6 (A-F) 30.2 4.64 (5) A, C, D, E, F   
US9 203 4 (A-D) 39.5 3.54 (3) B, C, D   
US12 207 5 (A-E) 28.5 4.91 (5) A-E   
      nh1= 553 98% 
Rural students US3 266 5 (A-E) 53.2 3 A, D, E   
US6 299 7 (A-G) 42.71 4 A, D, F, G   
      nh2= 275 94% 
Total n= 828 97% 
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Appendix 2: Description of workshops 
Workshop 1 was structured in two sections. In Section A I followed a classic training 
activity known as “brainstorming”. I asked pupils which words do they associate with the 
words political and participation, and I wrote their answers in the blackboard grouped in 
two columns. Then I asked them to construct a definition of political participation using 
the words in the blackboard. The aim was to introduce participants to the topic of the 
workshop, and also to have a first insight on the meanings that students relate to political 
participation.  
 I designed Section B with the intention of exploring how students objectify and 
anchor (see 4.2.2) the idea of political participation. In order to do so, I selected a series 
of pictures and videos which, in my view, represent a) different meanings of the political 
according to the approaches analysed in Chapter 2, b) different configurations of PP in 
terms of actors-agencies, repertoires and targets or domains of participation (see 
Chapters 3 and 4), and c) elements of formality and informality in PP (2.2). I presented 
these images to the students with a brief description of their content. Particularly, in the 
case of some pictures I added information about the context from which the picture was 
taken.  
 When I showed the images to participants, I only asked them to look at the 
images carefully. Then, I asked them to form two groups. I passed the pictures and 
videos once more, and after each image I asked each group to what extent they consider 
that each of them was an example of political participation, and why?  In some cases 
both groups concurred, but in certain pictures they had different opinions, even among 
the member of one group. This activity allows exploring how student objectify and 
anchor the idea of political participation. On the one hand, the images are concrete 
references that were, or were not, associated to PP by students. On the other hand, 
students situated these images into particular known narratives. To consider or not an 
image as PP required that participants anchored such a concrete reference within their 
familiar worlds. 
 I organised Workshop 2 in two sections in which we worked around the images 
used in workshop 1. Firstly, I presented those that to a certain extent were considered as 
examples of PP at least by one participant. After each of these images, I asked them 
whether they had been involved in similar activities. In those cases where students had 
not been involved in similar activities (which were the most frequent), we discussed 
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which reasons could explain this lack of participation. Secondly, I showed them those 
images that were not considered as examples of PP, not even by one participant, and we 
did the same as in the first section of the workshop. 
 Workshop 3 was divided in three parts. First, I read to them a short extract from 
Apple and Bean’s book Democratic Schools, in which it is briefly described what sort of 
things happen in a democratic a school. Then, I asked students how far is your school 
from being a democratic school and why? The second part worked more as a collective 
semi structured interview, which was centred in two broad topics: 1) What are the 
problems in my school, and how do we participate in their resolution; 2) How decisions 
are made in my school and how do we (students) take part in the process of decision-
making. In the last section of the workshop, students undertook a brief performance 
divided in two groups. Each group picked one of the following topics: How decisions are 
made in my school? And how problems are solved in my school?
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Appendix 3: Survey Questionnaire 
En este cuestionario encontrarás preguntas acerca de: 
 
• ti, tu hogar y tu familia, 
• las actividades que realizas en la escuela y fuera de ella, 
• tus visiones sobre varios temas sobre participación 
política y ciudadana 
 
 
Por favor, lee cuidadosamente cada pregunta y responde con 
la mayor exactitud posible. En este cuestionario, 
generalmente se contesta marcando una equis (X) en una 
casilla. En algunas preguntas será necesario que escribas 
una respuesta corta. 
 
 
Si cometes un error al marcar una casilla, ennegrécelo 
completamente y luego marca una equis en el casillero correcto. 
Si te equivocas al escribir una respuesta, simplemente tacha el 
error y escribe tu nueva respuesta al lado. 
 
 
En este cuestionario no existen las respuestas correctas o 
incorrectas. Debes responder aquello que sea correcto para 
ti. Puedes pedir ayuda si no entiendes algo o si no estás 
seguro(a) de cómo contestar una pregunta. 
 
 
Tus respuestas se combinarán con las de otros estudiantes 
para obtener totales y promedios en los que no se podrá 
identificar individualmente a nadie. Todas tus 
respuestas serán confidenciales y anónimas. 
 
 
GRACIAS POR TU PARTICIPACIÓN 
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 SOBRE TI   
 
 
1 ¿Qué edad tienes?_______________________ 
 
 
 
 
2 ¿Eres hombre o mujer? 
 
❑ Hombre 
 
 
❑ Mujer 
 
 
3 ¿En dónde vives? 
 
Colonia:   
 
Delegación:   
 
 
4 ¿Cuál de los siguientes niveles educativos crees que vas a completar? 
(Marca sólo una casilla) 
❑ Una carrera en la universidad o estudios de posgrado (maestría o doctorado) 
❑ Una carrera técnica 
❑ Educación media (Preparatoria, CCH, bachillerato o bachillerato 
❑ Educación secundaria 
 
 TU HOGAR Y FAMILIA   
 
En esta sección encontrarás preguntas sobre tu familia y tu hogar. Algunas serán sobre tu 
padres. Si habitualmente pasas tiempo con más de una pareja de padres, por favor contesta 
considerando a aquellos con quienes pasas más tiempo. 
 
5 ¿Alguna de estas personas vive contigo en la misma casa la mayor parte del tiempo o todo 
el tiempo? 
 
(Por favor, marca una sola casilla por cada familiar) 
 
a) Madre 
b) Otra tutora (por ejemplo madrastra o madre adoptiva) 
c) Padre 
d) Otro tutor (por ejemplo padrastro o padre adoptivo) 
e) Hermanos y/o hermanas (incluyendo hermanastras y hermanastros) 
f) Abuelos 
g) Otros 
 
 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO 
❑ SÍ  ☐ NO
6 ¿Cuál es el trabajo principal de tu mamá? 
 
(Ej.: profesora de educación primaria, ayudante de cocina, veterinaria) 
 
(Si no está trabajando ahora, por favor indica su último trabajo principal. Si nunca ha tenido un 
trabajo, por favor escribe a qué se dedica actualmente). 
 
Por favor, escribe el nombre de su trabajo:___________________________________________________________ 
 
268 
7 ¿Qué hace tu mamá en su trabajo principal? 
 
(Ej.: enseña a alumnos de primaria, ayuda al cocinero a preparar la comida en un 
restaurante, cura perros y gatos) 
 
 
Por favor, describe en una frase lo que hace o hacía en ese trabajo:    
 
 
 
 
 
8 ¿Cuál es el trabajo principal de tu papá? 
 
Por favor, escribe el nombre de su trabajo:____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
9 ¿Qué hace tu papá en su trabajo principal? 
 
Por favor, describe en una frase lo que hace o hacía en ese trabajo:    
 
 
 
 
 
10 ¿Cuál es el último nivel de estudios que completó tu mamá? (Marca sólo una casilla) 
 
❑ Maestría o doctorado ☐ Bachillerato técnico 
❑ Licenciatura ☐ Secundaria 
❑ Carrera técnica ☐ Primaria 
❑ Bachillerato ☐ No completó primaria 
 
 
 
 
11 ¿Cuál es el último nivel de estudios que completó tu papá? 
 
❑ Maestría o doctorado ☐ Bachillerato técnico 
❑ Licenciatura ☐ Secundaria 
❑ Carrera técnica ☐ Primaria 
❑ Bachillerato ☐ No completó primaria 
 
 
 
12 Cuando tienes un problema o conflicto con algún miembro de tu familia 
¿cómo lo resuelven? (Si es necesario marca hasta tres casillas) 
 
❑ Platicando ☐ Con insultos 
❑ Nos dejamos de hablar ☐ Con amenazas 
❑ Uno se impone y el otro obedece ☐ A golpes 
❑ Con humillaciones 
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13 En el hogar donde vives ¿quién decide sobre las siguientes cuestiones? 
 
Papá y mamá Mi papá Mi mamá Yo Entre 
todos 
a) Sobre cómo gastar el dinero en el 
hogar 
b) Sobre la compra de la comida 
 
c) Sobre dónde vivir o cuándo mudarse 
 
d) Si se sale o no de paseo 
 
e) Sobre la educación de los hijos 
 
f) Sobre la disciplina en la familia 
 
g) Sobre los horarios para llegar a casa 
 
h) Sobre el aspecto de la casa 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
14 A continuación te presentamos distintas formas de participación en la familia. Señala qué tan 
frecuente es cada una en tu vida familiar 
 
a) Participo en mi familia en cosas que otros deciden y no son importantes para mí. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
b) Participo en mi familia cuando me dicen qué hacer y cómo debo hacerlo. 
Yo no entiendo para qué lo hago. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
c) Participo en mi familia cuando alguien más decide lo que voy a hacer, pero entiendo por qué lo 
hago y estoy de acuerdo. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
d) Cuando alguien en mi familia hace algo que tiene consecuencias para todos, me pide mi opinión, 
la considera y me cuenta cómo le fue. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
e) Participo en mi familia sumándome a lo que otros hacen y juntos decidimos cómo continuar. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
f) Participo en mi familia haciendo las cosas que yo propongo y las hago como yo creo que es 
mejor. Los demás me ayudan. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
g) Participo en mi familia haciendo las cosas que yo propongo y, junto con los demás, 
decidimos cómo llevarlas a cabo. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
 
15 ¿Con que frecuencia llevas a cabo las siguientes actividades? 
Muy 
frecuentemente 
Frecuentemente Casi 
nunca 
Nunca
a) Platicar con mi papá, mamá o ambos 
sobre los problemas de México                                  ☐ ☐        ☐    ☐ 
 
b) Platicar con mi papá, mamá o ambos 
sobre los problemas de mi colonia, barrio,            ☐ 
pueblo o Delegación 
☐        ☐    ☐             
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Mucho 
 
☐ 
Moderadamente 
 
☐ 
Poco 
 
☐ 
Nada 
 
☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
SOBRE TU ESCUELA   
 
16 En tu escuela, ¿qué tanto se toma en cuenta la opinión de los estudiantes al tomar decisiones 
sobre los siguientes temas? 
 
a) La manera en que se enseña en 
clases 
 
b) El contenido de las clases 
 
c) Los materiales de aprendizaje 
 
d) El horario de clases 
 
f) Las reglas en el salón de clases 
 
g) Las reglas de la escuela 
 
h) Las actividades extracurricularaes 
(como las salidas a algún museo) 
 
17 ¿Con qué frecuencia suceden en tu escuela las siguientes formas de participación? 
 
a) En mi secundaria sólo participa la directora y los maestros, y creen que representan nuestro 
propio interés. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
b) Participo en mi escuela en cosas que deciden los maestros o la directora, 
pero no son importantes para mí 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
c) Cuando participo en mi escuela, los maestros o la directora me dicen qué hacer y 
cómo debo hacerlo. Yo no entiendo para qué lo hago. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
d) Participo en mi escuela cuando los maestros o la directora deciden lo que voy a hacer, 
pero entiendo por qué lo hago y estoy de acuerdo. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
e) Cuando los  maestros hacen algo que tiene consecuencias para los estudiantes, nos piden 
nuestra opinión, la consideran y nos informan sobre ello 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
f) Participo en mi escuela sumándome a lo que los  maestros o la directora proponen y juntos 
decidimos  cómo hacerlo 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
g) Participo en mi escuela haciendo las cosas que proponemos los estudiantes y las 
hacemos como creemos que es mejor. Los demás nos ayudan 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
h) Participo en mi escuela haciendo las cosas que proponemos los estudiantes, y junto con  la 
directora y los maestros decidimos cómo llevarlas a cabo. 
❑ Muy frecuente  ☐ Frecuente  ☐ Poco frecuente ☐ No sucede 
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18 Supongamos que en un año escolar se toman 100 decisiones en tu secundaria que influyen 
en toda la escuela. Cuántas de esas son tomadas por cada uno de los siguientes: 
 
a) Los estudiantes 
 
b) Los maestros 
 
c) La directora 
 
c) Los padres de familia 
d) Entre todos los miembros de la 
comunidad 
 
 
 
19 Cuando se discuten temas políticos y sociales durante las clases, ¿con qué frecuencia 
suceden las siguientes cosas? 
Muy 
frecuentemente 
Frecuentemente  Casi 
nunca 
Nunca 
 
a) Los estudiantes pueden manifestar 
abiertamente su desacuerdo con sus 
maestros (as) 
 
b) Los(as) maestros(as) estimulan a los 
estudiantes a formar sus propias 
opiniones 
 
c) Los(as) maestros(as) estimulan a los 
estudiantes a expresar sus opiniones 
 
d) Los estudiantes plantean hechos 
políticos o sociales de actualidad para 
ser discutidos en clases 
 
e) Los estudiantes expresan sus 
opiniones en clases, aun cuando sean 
distintas a las de los demás 
 
f) Los(as) maestros (as) estimulan a los 
estudiantes a conversar los temas con 
gente que opina distinto 
 
g) Los(as) maestros (as) exponen los 
temas desde distintos enfoques al 
explicarlos en clases 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
 SOBRE TUS IDEAS Y TUS ACCIONES   
Las siguientes dos preguntas tienen cinco opciones de respuesta. Por favor escribe en cada 
una de ellas SOLO UNA PALABRA 
 
20 Cuando escucho la palabra POLÍTICA pienso en: 
a)
b)
c)
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21 Cuando escucho la palabra PARTICIPACIÓN pienso en: 
 
a)
b)
c)
 
 
 
22 ¿Qué es para ti la participación política? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23 Las personas que se involucran en acciones de participación política buscan alcanzar 
distintas metas. A continuación encontrarás algunos ejemplos. Indica si estás de acuerdo 
o en desacuerdo con cada uno de ellos, es decir, si crees que eso sucede o no. 
24  
a) Con la participación política las personas buscan el cumplimiento de la ley 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
b) Con la participación política la gente busca que el gobierno actúe como ellos quieren 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
c) Con la participación política las personas buscan que sus candidatos lleguen al gobierno 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
d) Con la participación política las personas buscan más poder 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
e) Con la participación política las personas buscan su propio beneficio 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
f) Las personas se involucran en acciones de participación política para tener más dinero 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
g) Con la participación política las personas buscan el cumplimiento de sus derechos 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
h) Con la participación política las personas buscan el bien común 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
i) Las personas se involucran en acciones de participación política para colaborar con el 
gobierno 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
j) Las personas se involucran en la participación política para crear o reformar las leyes 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
k) Con la participación política la gente busca que se cumplan los derechos de otras personas 
❑ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
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24 Actualmente algunos creen que la participación política es para toda la gente, otros consideran 
que sólo ciertas personas pueden participar. Para saber tu opinión al respecto, indica si estás 
de acuerdo o no con los siguientes enunciados: 
 
a) La participación política es para gente con dinero ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO 
b) La participación política es para los adultos ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO 
c) La participación política es para todos ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO 
d) La participación política es para los hombres, no para las mujeres  ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO 
e) La participación política es para la gente con poder ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO 
f) La participación política es para las personas en el gobierno ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO 
 
 
25 Señala si cada uno de los siguientes sucesos representa para ti una forma de participación 
política o no. 
 
a) Un grupo de personas se manifiesta afuera de las oficinas centrales de Coca-­­Cola Inc. en 
Atlanta, Estados Unidos. Demandan condiciones laborales justas para sus trabajadores en 
Colombia. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
b) Una joven en Londres se abstiene de comprar una botella de Coca-­­Cola en la tienda de su 
cuadra. Lo hace como protesta en contra de las condiciones laborales de los trabajadores de 
Coca-­­Cola en Colombia. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
c) Una familia Argentina discute sobre las consecuencias de consumir productos Coca-­­Cola en  
su casa. Uno de los hijos afirma que beberlos promueve las terribles condiciones laborales de los 
trabajadores colombianos en esa empresa. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
d) Los miembros de una organización internacional se reúnen  en el Zócalo del DF. Es el 
lanzamiento de una campaña mundial contra el consumo de productos Coca-­­Cola, hasta que la 
compañía mejore las condiciones de sus trabajadores en Colombia. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
e) Un grupo de campesinos se manifiesta afuera de la Secretaría de Gobernación. Exigen más 
apoyo del gobierno para la producción agrícola. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
f) Un joven en el supermercado decide comprar frutas y verduras hechas en México como 
apoyo a la iniciativa del gobierno para resolver la pobreza  en el campo. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
g) A la hora de la cena una pareja discute las propuestas del gobierno mexicano para solucionar 
los problemas del campo. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
h) Los diputados en el congreso presentan sus propuestas para abatir los problemas del campo 
en México. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
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26. A continuación encontrarás distintas fotografías. Señala en cada caso si la imagen representa o no una forma 
de participación política. 
 
a) 
 
Una manifestación contra Televisa 
afuera de sus estudios en 
Chapultepec. 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
b) 
 
Una estudiante de secundaria vota 
en el Parlamento infantil y Juvenil en 
Bolivia. 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
c) 
 
Diálogo entre víctimas de la violencia y el 
gobierno federal. 
 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
 
d) 
 
Un jóven amenaza y extorsiona 
a su novia. 
 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
e) 
 
Una señora votando 
 
 
 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
f) 
 
Un estudiante de secundaria entrega un 
billete a su profesor al recibir su examen. 
 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
 
 
g) 
 
Adolescentes se manifiestan 
pidiendo respeto, tolerancia y 
libertad. 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
h) 
 
Diálogo para resolver un 
conflicto en el trabajo 
 
 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
 
27. Revisa las fotografías que marcaste con SÍ. En tu opinión ¿qué tienen en común? 
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28. Nuevamente te presentamos una serie de fotografías. Señala en cada caso si la imagen representa o no una 
forma de participación política. 
 
a) 
 
Estudiantes de secundaria debaten en 
la Cámara de Diputados. 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
b) 
 
Votaciones de estudiantes en una 
universidad  privada. 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
c) 
 
Un funcionario del gobierno del DF 
recibe dinero de un empresario. 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
 
d) 
 
Votaciones en una escuela secundaria. 
 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
e) 
 
Un padre de familia entrega dinero al 
director de una escuela privada 
mientras lo saluda. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
f) 
 
Adolescentes en Chile se manifiestan 
contra las acciones del gobierno en 
materia educativa 
 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
 
 
g) h) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Una manifestación del Sindicato 
Mexicano de Electricistas en contra del 
gobierno 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
Un grupo de adolescentes dialogan 
sobre los problemas que enfrentan en 
su escuela. 
❑ Sí ☐ No ☐ Indeciso 
 
 
29. Una vez  más revisa las fotografías que marcaste con SÍ. ¿Qué tienen en común? 
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30 En tu opinión, para involucrarte en acciones de participación política necesitas: 
  
        a) Poder 
  
☐ SÍ  ☐ NO  
    b) Derechos 
 
☐ SÍ  ☐ NO  
    c) Tener una relación con gente 
poderosa 
☐ SÍ  ☐ NO  
    d) Otras personas como tú ☐ SÍ  ☐ NO  
    e) Dinero 
  
☐ SÍ  ☐ NO  
    f) Otra:   
    
       31 Por favor señala si estás de acuerdo o en desacuerdo con las siguientes afirmaciones  
  a) La participación política debe buscar el bien común, pero los que participan sólo buscan su propio 
beneficio 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo  
 b) La participación política debe privilegiar los intereses de la comunidad, pero quienes participan sólo 
persiguen sus propios intereses 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo  
 
c) El diálogo y el voto son las mejores formas de participación política, pero pocos los respetan 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo  
 d) La participación política debe llevarse en paz, pero casi siempre termina en alguna forma de 
violencia 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
  e) La participación política debe ser legal, pero casi siempre implica corrupción, fraude o extorsión 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo  
 f) La participación política debe orientarse al diálogo para la resolución de conflictos, pero quienes 
participan nunca se ponen de acuerdo 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo  
 g) Las personas deben involucrarse libremente en acciones de participación política, pero casi siempre 
son presionados, sobornados, u obligados a participar. 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
  h) La participación política debe ser para todos, pero sólo participan unos cuantos privilegiados 
           ☐ Totalmente de acuerdo  ☐ De acuerdo  ☐ En desacuerdo  ☐ Totalmente en desacuerdo 
  
       32 ¿Alguna vez has participado en actividades de las siguientes organizaciones o grupos? 
  
    
Sí, he hecho esto 
dentro de los últimos 
doce meses 
Sí, he hecho 
esto, pero hace 
más de un año 
No, 
nunca 
he 
hecho 
esto 
 a) Una organización juvenil relacionada con un partido 
político o sindicato 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 b) Una organización en defensa del medio ambiente ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 c) Una organización por los derechos humanos  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 d) Un grupo de voluntarios que hacen cosas para ayudar a 
la comunidad 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 e) Una organización que recauda dinero para una causa 
social  
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 f) Una organización artística  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 g) Un grupo de jóvenes haciendo una campaña a favor o en 
contra de alguna causa 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 h) Un club o grupo por Internet a favor o en contra de algún 
tema 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
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33 Los ciudadanos tienen muchas formas de protestar por las cosas que consideran incorrectas. 
Señala si alguna vez participado en alguna de ellas 
 
    
Sí, he hecho esto 
dentro de los 
últimos doce 
meses 
Sí, he hecho 
esto, pero hace 
más de un año 
No, 
nunca he 
hecho 
esto 
 a) Escribir una carta a algún periódico o noticiero 
sobre algún asunto público 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
b) Usar alguna prenda que exprese tu opinión  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
c) Contactar a un delegado, diputado o senador ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
d) Contactar a alguna autoridad de tu comunidad ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 e) Participar en una marcha o manifestación 
pacífica  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
f) Recolectar firmas para una petición  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
g) Optar por no comprar ciertos productos  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
h) Pintar eslóganes  de protesta en las paredes  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
i) Bloquear el tránsito  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
j) Ocupar o tomar edificios públicos  ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
k) Ocupar o tomar alguna propiedad privada ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
        
       34 ¿Alguna vez has hecho alguna de las siguientes actividades? 
 
    
Sí, he hecho esto 
dentro de los 
últimos doce 
meses 
Sí, he hecho 
esto, pero hace 
más de un año 
No, 
nunca he 
hecho 
esto 
 a)   Ofrecerte como voluntario(a) para ayudar a la 
gente de tu comunidad ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 b)   Ofrecerte como voluntario para ayudar a la 
gente de otro país ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 c)   Contribuir a una discusión en un foro en 
internet o en alguna red social sobre asuntos 
públicos o problemas sociales 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 d)  Apoyar alguna causa relacionada con los 
problemas de tu comunidad ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 f)   Apoyar alguna causa relacionada con algún 
problema internacional ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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ENGLISH TRANSLATION 
This questionnaire contains questions about:  
 
 you, your home and your family, 
 the activities that you do at school and outside of it, and 
 your views on various topics on political and citizenship 
participation  
 
Please read each question carefully and answer as accurately as 
possible. In this questionnaire, you will normally answer by 
marking an x (X) in a box. In some questions, it will be necessary 
for you to write a short answer.  
 
If you make a mistake by checking a box, completely black it and 
then mark an x in the correct box. If you make a mistake when 
typing a response, simply cross out the error and write your new 
answer to the side.  
 
In this questionnaire there are no right or wrong answers. You 
must answer what is right for you. This is not an assessment. 
You can ask for help if you don't understand something or if 
you're not sure about how to answer a question.  
 
Your answers will be combined with other students’ responses 
and will be presented as totals or averages through which no 
one could be identified. Al your answers will be treated as 
confidential and anonymous.  
 
Thank you for your time and participation! 
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 ABOUT YOU 
 
 
      1 How old are you?_______________________ 
     
        
       2 Are you a girl or a boy? 
 ☐ Male ☐ Female 
     
       3 Where do you live? 
      Neighbourhood:__________________________________________________ 
   
        Delegación (Municipality):______________________________________________ 
  
       4 How far in school do you expect to go? (Check only one box) 
  ☐ A bachelors or graduate degree (masters or doctorate) 
 ☐   A vocational degree 
   
  ☐ High school (16 to 18)  
  ☐ Secondary education 
   
  
        
        ABOUT YOUR HOME AND FAMILY 
   
      In this section you will find questions about your family and your home. Some will be on your parents. If you 
regularly spend time with more than one couple of parents, please answerin regrad to those with whom you 
spend most of the time with. 
5 Any of these people live with you in the same house most of the time or all the time? 
 
(Please, check just one box for each family member) 
    a) Mother 
   
☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 b) Tutor (for example  stepmother or foster mother) 
 
☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 c) Father 
    
☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 d) Tutor (for example stepfather or foster father) 
 
☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 e) Brothers and/or sisters (including stepbrothers and stepsisters) ☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 f)  Grandparents 
 
☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 g) Others 
 
☐ YES  ☐ NO  
 
        
 
      6 What is your mother's main job? 
 (Ex.:  school teacher, cook assistant, veterinary)    
 (If she does't work, please tell us her last main job. If she never had a job, please write what does she do now) 
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 Please, write the name of her 
job:________________________________________________________________________________________ 
7 What does your mother do in her main job?     
 
(e.g. teaches  students, helps to prepare food in a restaurant, heals animals) 
  
 
        Please, describe in one sentence what does she do in her job:___________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
    
         
        8 What is your father's main job?      
  Please, write the name of his job:_________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________ 
 
 
      
  
 
      
 9 What does your father do in her main job? 
     Please, describe in one sentence what does he do in her job: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
         
        10 What was the last level of education completed by your mother? (Check only one box) 
 ☐ Masters or PhD 
  
☐  Vocational high school 
  ☐  Bachelors Degree 
  
☐  Secondary school 
   ☐ Vocational degree 
  
☐  Elementary school 
   ☐  high school 
  
☐ Elementary school incompleted 
 
         
        11 What was the last level of education completed by your father? (Check only one box) 
 ☐ Masters or PhD 
  
☐  Vocational high school 
  ☐  Bachelors Degree 
  
☐  Secondary school 
   ☐ Vocational degree 
  
☐  Elementary school 
   ☐  high school 
  
☐ Elementary school incompleted 
 
         
        12 When you have a problem or conflict with a member of your family, how do you solved it?  
(If necessary check up to three boxes) 
  ☐ By talking to each other 
  
☐ With insults 
   ☐ We ignore each other 
 
 
☐ Whit threats 
   ☐  One prevails and the other obeys 
 
☐ Using physical violence 
  ☐ Through humiliation 
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18 Imagine  that in a year 100 decisions are taken that influence your secondary school as a 
whole. How many of these are made by each of the following: 
 
a) The students 
 
  
    b) The teachers 
 
  
    
c) The principal 
 
  
    
c) Parents 
 
  
    d) Among all the members of the      
      community   
    
       19 When discussing political and social issues during class, how often do the following things 
happen? 
 
   
Very frequently Frequently Rarely Never 
         
a) Students can openly express their 
disagreement with their teachers 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
b) Teachers encourage students to form 
their own opinions 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
c) Teachers encourage students to express 
their views 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
d) Students pose political or social events 
of today to be discussed in class 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
e) Students express their opinions in class, 
even if they are different from others 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
f) Teachers encourage students to discuss 
issues with people who think differently 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
g) Teachers expose the issues from 
different approaches to explain in class 
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
         
        ABOUT YOUR IDEAS AND ACTIONS 
 The following two questions have three answer options. Please write  JUST ONE WORD in 
each of them 
 
       
20 When I hear the word POLITICAL I think in: 
    a)   
    b)   
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 c)   
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P26 In the following you’ll find different pictures. In each case, please indicate whether the image 
represents or not a form of political participation.  
A) 
 
A demostration against Televisa 
outside its studios in Chapultepec. 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
B) 
 
A secondary school student votes in 
the children’s parliment in Bolivia.  
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
C) 
 
Dialogue between the victims of violence and 
the federal government.  
 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided                       
 
    
 
D) 
 
A youngter threats  his girlfriend. 
 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
E) 
 
                 A woman voting. 
 
 
 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
F) 
 
A secondary school student  gives money to 
his teacher as he receives his test’s results.  
 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
 
G) 
 
Adolscents in a demostration 
demanding respect, tolerance and 
freedom. 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
H) 
 
Dialogue to solve a problem in the 
workplace 
 
 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided             
 
P27 Check again the pictures that you marked with YES. In your opinion, what do they have in common? 
_________________________________________________________________________
__________________ 
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P28. As in question 26, you’ll find different pictures. In each case, please indicate whether the image 
represents or not a form of political participation.  
A) 
 
Secondary school students debate in the 
Cámara de Diputados (House of 
commons). 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
B) 
 
Election day in a private university. 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
C) 
 
A member of the Mexico City’s  
government receives money from 
a business man. 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
 
D) 
 
Election day in a secondary school. 
 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
E) 
 
A father gives money to the principal of 
a private school as they sake hands. 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
F) 
 
Adolescents in Chile in a  
demonstration 
against the government’s actions in  
education policy 
 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
 
G) 
 
A demonstration of the Mexican Union 
of Electrical Workers against the 
government. 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
H) 
 
A group of adolescents in a dialogue 
about the problems of their school. 
☐ Yes    ☐ No     ☐ Undecided 
 
P29. Please check again the pictures that you marked with YES. What do they have in common? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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33 Citizens have many ways to protest against what they consider wrong. Please indicate whether 
you have participated in any of following actions 
 
    
Yes, I have done this 
within the last 
twelve months 
Yes, I've done 
this, but over a 
year ago 
No, I never 
do this 
 a) Writing a letter to a newspaper or newscast 
about a public issue 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
b) Wear something that expresses your opinion ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
c) Contact a representative or senator ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
d) Contact an authority in your community ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
e) Participate in a peaceful march or demonstration ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
f) Collecting signatures for a petition ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
g) Choose not to buy certain products ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
h) Paint protest slogans on walls ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
i) Block traffic ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
j) Take public buildings ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
k) To occupy a private property ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
        
       34 Have you ever done any of the following activities? 
 
    
Yes, I have done this 
within the last 
twelve months 
Yes, I've done 
this, but over a 
year ago 
No, I never 
do this 
 a)   Volunteering  to help people in your 
community ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 b)   Volunteering to help people in another 
country ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 c)   To contribute to a discussion on an online 
forum or a social network on public issues or 
social problems 
☐ ☐ ☐ 
 d) Support a cause related to the problems in 
your community ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 f)   Support a cause related to some 
international problem ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
 
 
 
287 
Appendix 4: Pilot study, Questionnaire administration and dataset 
construction 
The pilot study was aimed to test and evaluate the questionnaire in order to improve its quality 
for the survey. Among the various methods for testing the quality and functioning of the 
questionnaire, I used two: 1) statistical analysis, and 2) cognitive interviews.  
 The analysis of the pilot gave rise to several modifications to the questionnaire as a 
whole, as well as to individual requests. The questionnaire’s layout changed radically. The 
sequence of the sections and the order of the requests within some of them were also 
transformed in order to improve attractiveness, fluency, interest and motivation, and to be 
completed in 40 minutes averagely. Other significant changes had to do with comprehension 
problems and response alternatives, particularly with issues related to requests content, 
requests and item structure and clarity, response terminology, response units and response 
structure. Three requests in section D (final version) presented problems of social desirability 
that were also improved.  
 There are multiple methods for testing the quality and functioning of the questionnaire, 
from cognitive interviews to experiments and statistical modelling (Presser et al., 2004). To a 
certain extent, the decision about what methods are to be employed, depends on what 
dimensions of the questionnaire are more relevant to be tested according to the researcher’s 
criteria. Due to the fact that using questionnaires with children and adolescents requires special 
considerations (De Leeuw, Borgers, & Smits, 2004), I was interested in some usual problems 
with questionnaires pointed out by B. Forsyth, Rothgeb, and Willis (2004), but particularly in: 
A) Comprehension: 
a) Inaccurate or complicated instructions  
b) Requests content: “vague topic/term, complex topic, topic carried over from earlier 
question, and undefined terms” (p. 530) 
c) Requests and item structure and clarity (e.g. complex or awkward syntax) 
d) Questionnaire’s layout 
e) Memory retrieval  
 
 
B) Keeping interest and motivation 
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a) Questionnaire fluency 
b) Attractiveness of structure 
c) Item’s attractiveness 
d) Questionnaire’s layout 
 
C) Adequacy of response alternatives 
a) Response terminology: vague or undefined terms 
b) Response units: wrong usage of units and/or lack of clarity about what are the units 
c) Response structure 
d) Adequacy of categories in scales 
 
D) Social desirability 
E) Validity 
a) By respondent acknowledgement 
b) By direct statistical analysis 
 
F) Reliability 
a) By direct statistical analysis 
 
I aimed to identify such potential problematic dimensions by employing two different methods 
for questionnaire evaluation: 1) statistical analysis, and 2) cognitive interviews. Through the 
first one, I set to evaluate the validity of the different requests in regard to the concepts they 
attempt to measure, particularly of those that I designed (by multiple item correlations and 
factor analysis); internal reliability of requests with items in batteries and related to different 
concepts (by calculating Cronbach’s α coefficients); response rate per request (by descriptive 
statistics) in order to related possible low rates to some of the potential problems mentioned 
above. By undertaking cognitive interviews, I aimed to have an insight on how third grade 
secondary school students interpret the requests, and whether the potential problems in 
dimensions A) to D) arise as they go through the questionnaire. According to Beatty (2004) 
cognitive interviews for questionnaire evaluation consist on the administration of the 
questionnaire to one participant “while collecting additional verbal information about the 
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survey responses.” (p. 45) It usually combines two main strategies: think-aloud and verbal 
probing. Through the first, the interviewer invites the participant to verbalise his/her thinking 
while s/he answers the questionnaire. The second consists of asking questions to the participant 
in order to elucidate his/her thinking as s/he goes through the questionnaire (Willis, 2004). 
However, it is not a fixed format and the emphasis can be on one of the two processes (Beatty, 
2004; B. H. Forsyth & Lessler, 2004). In my case, the emphasis lied on think-aloud.  Also, I 
added a short debriefing after completion of the questionnaire in order to explore participants’ 
overall impression of it. 
 I undertook the pilot study in the same secondary school from the urban area where I 
carried out the qualitative fieldwork. I talked to the principal about the possibility of 
administering the pilot questionnaire to three groups of third grade students, and to undertake 
12 cognitive interviews with 6 girls and 6 boys from another group. As I already mentioned, 
she was always very supportive with me, and she accepted.  
 At this stage, as well as in the final survey application, codification and dataset’s 
construction, three research assistants collaborated with me.  They were students in the last 
year of the bachelor’s degree in sociology at the Autonomous Metropolitan University in 
Mexico City, where I work as part of the academic staff. Their participation in this stage of the 
data collection was a component of their social service. This is a requirement that most of 
Mexican universities have in order to allow students to get graduated. One of the options they 
have is to participate in the research projects of the academic staff. Within the pilot study their 
work was essential because the questionnaire administration in different groups as well as the 
cognitive interviews took place simultaneously, in so far as we were allowed to work in the 
school during one-day (morning shift). For the cognitive interviews I had a 3-hour training 
session with them to clarify their role during the interview, the relevance of the information to 
be collected in regard to further improvements in the questionnaire. We carried out 10 
interviews, and 87 students answered the pilot questionnaire. The interviews were recorded in 
audio; the questionnaire was codified and the data captured into a SPSS dataset.  
 Because of time constrains, the cognitive interviews were not transcribed. Each of us 
analysed the information directly from the audio file, and took notes related to the difficulties 
that participants faced in the requests, and through answering the questionnaire as a whole. 
Then we had a discussion session about which were the problematic requests and why, and the 
general problems of the questionnaire as a whole. In regard to the statistical analysis, I run 
reliability tests in the SPSS for those requests with items in batteries or through different single 
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requests aimed to measured the same concept. I also run exploratory factor analysis and 
developed inter items correlation matrices in order to test validity, and descriptive statistics to 
look at response rates per request. 
 The analysis gave rise to several modifications to the questionnaire as a whole, as well 
as to individual requests. The questionnaire’s layout changed radically. The sequence of the 
sections and the order of the requests within some of them were also transformed in order to 
improve attractiveness, fluency, interest and motivation, and to be completed in 40 minutes 
averagely. Other significant changes had to do with comprehension problems and response 
alternatives, particularly with issues related to requests content, requests and item structure and 
clarity, response terminology, response units and response structure. Three requests in section 
D (final version) presented problems of social desirability that were also improved.  
 
 
Questionnaire administration and dataset construction 
The questionnaire was administrated in the six schools selected during two consecutive weeks. 
All the principals decided that it was better to undertake the survey in one single day. In this 
stage the work of the research assistants was also fundamental, because in some school the 
questionnaire was administrated in two or three groups simultaneously. In all the schools, we 
were given 50 minutes for the activity, and we took class time, mostly the time for CEF. 
Before giving the questionnaire to the students, we introduced ourselves and briefly explained 
to them the purpose of the research, the importance of their participation, and their right to 
withdraw in every moment during the activity. We also emphasised the information in the front 
cover of the questionnaire, and said to them that if they have any queries about the 
questionnaire as a whole, or in relation to specific requests, please asks to one of us and we 
will pleased to offer further explanation. In most of the groups, the teacher from the course to 
be normally taught at the time of the administration of the questionnaire remained in the 
classroom. In general, all the students responded the questionnaire with no need of further 
explanation, and the activity took place without unexpected situations. 
 Once the survey was carried out in all the necessary groups in the selected schools, the 
questionnaires were divided among the research assistants and I, in order to be captured in four 
separated datasets. I had previously codified all the responses, and I have a two-hour session of 
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training with the assistants for carrying out this task properly. Two of them and I used the 
SPSS, and one of the research assistants did it on Microsoft excel. Then I create the master 
dataset in SPSS with all the information. 
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Appendix 5:   Criteria for identifying the elements in students’ definitions to 
be classified into six different components of PP as a social practice 
a) Participants. This component was found in definitions with a subject (collective or 
individual) who carries out an action or practice.  
b) Actions. The key lexical category representing the component actions is the verb (one 
or more), which along with its complement characterise certain actions as PP. 
However, some of them can also been categorised as ends, as in the case of Pedro’s 
definition. In those cases, the response was classified in both (Actions and Ends). Two 
criteria were used to exclude some actions or practices from this component. The first 
was redundancy, when the verb in the sentence was to participate. The second refers 
to combinations as ‘the way in which’, or the ‘forms through which’, or the nouns 
action(s) or activities, that substitute the verb, and after them another verb and its 
complement appeared as the end of the omitted action. For instance: ‘the ways in 
which one can improve the conditions of the country’. In this example, ‘to improve the 
conditions of the country’ seems to be the end of political participation.  
c) Ends. Apart from those cases that could be simultaneously classified in the previous 
component, responses that I classified in as ends use the prepositions for, to, and in 
order to, after the action was established.  
d) Resources. In this component, I included nouns like rights, power or money, when 
they were linked to the sentence’s subject as a capacity, entitlement, disposition or 
property.  
e) Spaces/locations. Sentences that included this component, presented a territory 
(symbolic and physical space, like the country, the city, the school), or a social space 
(e.g. family) where the action takes place, or where the end of political participation 
was situated.  
f) Additions. In this category, I included responses or fragments of them that presented a 
students’ positioning in regard to ‘political participation’: feelings, dispositions or 
opinions about it. For instance: “it is what politicians do, but I don’t care about it’. 
Here the second part of the sentence was classified within this component. In some 
answers, instead of ‘defining’ political participation, students used the whole response 
to present their feelings or opinions. 
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Appendix 6:  Videos and pictures classified by students according to         
                         whether they characterised or not political participation 
Group 1 (cell 5:5 in Table 5.5) 
This group describes the pictures and videos regarded as clear examples of PP by students in 
both schools. 
 
P05 This picture shows a group of women in the front, holding 
together a large banner which says: “All women, all the 
rights!” following by a cartoon of a woman raising her 
right arm. Behind them it seems to be a very large group of 
people, mainly women, in what appears as a street protest. 
 
 
P07 The photo depicts an aged woman introducing her vote in 
a ballot box. At its top, one can read “[DIPUTADOS 
FEDERALES] federal representatives”, even when the 
first word is uncompleted, and at the bottom the letters 
‘FE’, which are the two last initials of the Electoral Federal 
Institute (IFE in Spanish), the institution in charge of 
organising federal elections.  
 
 
P12 Here, a group of Mexican federal representatives is 
portrayed. Two of them, the ones standing at the centre-
right of the picture, seem to be talking to each other, while 
one of them is signing with his right hand. They also seem 
to call the attention of some of their colleagues. On the 
bottom left side there are two representatives captured just 
before hugging each other. 
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P15 This picture was taken in a local council in Mexico. We 
can see clearly at the front, five people raising their hands, 
and if one looks at it carefully, almost every person in the 
table raises her/his hands too. The information add to the 
image in the website where it was taking from, says that 
they are approving the budget to be exercised in that 
municipality. 
 
 
 
 
 
P17 The photo was taken during a series of teachers’ protests in 
the city of Oaxaca, Mexico. Approximately, from the 
centre to the top of the picture we can see the police forces. 
From the centre to the bottom some teachers, and in the 
left corner at the bottom, there seems to be a photographer, 
probably from the media, who is being pushed away 
during what appears to be an intense discussion, almost a 
fight.  
 
 
 
 
V05 This video was made by the youth delegation from one of the main political parties in Mexico (PRI) in 
a municipality called Naucalpan. It shows differ ‘types’ of young people, in terms of how they look 
(trying to depict different juvenile identities), all of them saying what is to be young, and at the end, 
the video shows altogether inviting young people to vote for their party’s candidate. 
 
 
V06 Action takes place in an assembly of the youth delegation of another important political party in 
Mexico (PAN). One sees a large group of young people —the majority looks over 18 years― old 
gathered together in a hall, singing a little motto of their organization: “youth action”. After this, 
another one that says: “we won”. 
 
V08 This video captures the moment in which a group of federal representatives from PRD (one of the 
three principal parties in Mexico) occupy the main platform of their chamber, holding different 
banners as in a street protest, manifesting their rejection to a reform which allows, to some extent, 
foreign participation in oil industry. 
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Group 2 (cells 5:4 and 4:5 in Table 5.5) 
The following group of pictures and videos are the ones that almost create consensus among 
students in both schools according to whether they represent a form of PP: 
 
 
P02 This image shows two men just before kissing each 
other. One of them is holding a flag in his back, 
which usually is a symbol of lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
and transgender (LGBT) pride and LGBT social 
movements. The picture was taken during a 
manifestation in Mexico City, supporting a local law 
proposal on homosexual marriage and adoption. 
 
 
 
 
P13 A group of nursery students is depicted in what 
seems to be a dialogue to faculty members of the 
Autonomous University of Queretaro (a Mexican 
estate). The latter, who are seen from the back, were 
in a labour strike demanding a better salary. The 
former, within that context, claimed for the 
continuation of their education. A group of students 
at the back of the picture is holding a banner that 
says: “We need preparation. We have lives in our 
hands”. 
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P16 The photo shows a group of Argentinean university 
students working outside the classroom, in what 
appears to be a parking area. It is a symbolic 
manifestation in order to demand an improvement 
in the conditions of the university’s equipment and 
facilities. 
 
 
V01 This video was made by a Chilean TV channel. It is a report about a street manifestation against 
violence suffered by women in households.  The reporter interviews some of the participants about 
their reasons of protesting. One can see mainly women singing mottos and holding banners with 
claims like: “Machista violence is not allowed. Nor in the street, neither at home.” A sort of an 
artistic installation lies on the street. It is made of shoes with labels in front of them, showing the 
names of women killed by domestic violence. They are arranged as a circle around which 
protesters are gathered. 
 
 
Group 3 (cell 0:0 in Table 5.5) 
Pictures and videos not representing forms of PP according to students’ opinions in both 
schools are the following: 
 
P01 This picture shows a woman holding what seem to be 
two yoghurt pots, probably taken from the fridge in 
her right side, which is full of products. The 
depiction suggests that she is looking at something in 
the labels, and maybe comparing something between 
the two. 
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P14 We see a woman and a man standing face to face. 
The gesture in the woman’s hand, the opened mouths 
of both, along with the connection they established 
through their eyes, insinuates they are arguing, 
probably loud. They might be a couple or just two 
people quarrelling.  
 
 
 
 
V02 This video presents a group of young people gathered together in a natural setting, surrounded by 
trees. Some of the boys have taken their shirts off, and wear short pants, while the women also seem 
very relaxed in their clothing. Many are singing: “The holy spirit is here. Move inside me, take my 
mind and my heart, fill my life with your love, oh God spirit, move inside me”. 
 
Group 4 (cell 1:0 in Table 5.5 
This last group includes the videos that almost create consensus among students in the urban and rural 
schools, regarding how poorly they epitomize PP.  
 
V03 The video was taken in an Argentinian school, presumably a private one. Action takes place in 
the office of the school’s counsellor. She receives two young girls who have had a problem 
between them: one of the girls lent her notebook to the other, who, accidently —she claims— 
damaged and lost it. The whole sequence presents us a mediation session, in which the 
counsellor aims to solve the problem. There is dialogue between the three of them, and there is 
also debate between the students. At the end, the parties in conflict solved the problem and 
agree a solution. 
 
 
V07 We see a strong discussion. One can imply that it is taking place among members of a family. 
People involved are in a living room, some are sited, and some stand up. Even when the 
argument begins between two persons, immediately one hears many voices, and different 
persons intervening in the discussion.   
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Group 5: two examples of images whose character is rather undefined because the groups 
in both schools were divided in their opinions (cells 4:2 and 3:2 in Table 5.5) 
 
P06 This picture shows a group of Indian women 
during a protest against Coca Cola in New 
Delhi. They allege environmental damage 
caused by a bottling plant that belongs to the 
transnational company. One of them is 
holding a banner: “Coca Cola go back, go 
back” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V10 The video was made by Greenpeace and is called “Have a break”, just as the slogan of 
“KitKat”, a chocolate bar made by the transnational company Nestlé. A man is working 
at his office and action is disrupted by the slogan in full screen. He opens up the 
chocolate and we see in close up how it has the form of an orang-utan’s fingers. People 
in the office start to look at him surprised. He bites the chocolate and blood comes out 
of it. The blood falls into his computer’s keyword and he ends up with the chin covered 
by it. Action is again interrupted by a message in full screen: “Give the orang-utan a 
break”. After it, we see images of an orang-utan in a deforested landscape. The advert 
ends with a last message: “Stop Nestlé buying palm oil from companies that destroy the 
rainforest”. 
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Table 4.1  
Government as a students’ sufficient condition for political participation 
 
  Relation to government from images content: 
actors, action and extra information given to 
students 
 
Relation to government from  
Students’ reflections 
G
ro
u
p
 1
 
P05 
 
Main actor:  woman  
Main action: they are in a street 
manifestation 
Relation to government:  
Unclear 
 
[It’s political participation] because if 
they’re in a manifestation for their rights 
is because they’re not respected in the 
constitution, or something like that.  
[Moises, Urban school] 
P07 
 
Main actor: An old woman 
Main action: Voting 
Relation to government:  
To have influence in government composition 
 
 
P12 
 
Main actor: Federal representatives.  
Main action: Unclear 
Relation to government:  
People in government: legislative power. 
 
 
P15 
 
Main actor: Members of a local council (cabildo). 
Main action: Voting 
Relation to government:  
People in government: executive power 
 
 
P17 
 
Main actor: Police, teachers, reporters 
Main action: discussion, confrontation 
Relation to government: 
Making demands to the state’s 
government. It also might be seen as 
an opponent 
 
 [It is political participation] because they’re 
asking to the GOVERNMENT for… a better 
salary…I guess. [Pedro: urban school]  
[It is political] because they work for the 
GOVERNMENT, and they judge the 
GOVERNMENT in order to get more jobs or a 
better salary. [Karina: rural school] 
V05 
 
Main actor: Young people 
Main action: Presenting something about who they are. At the end 
they invite to vote for their party’s candidate. 
Relation to government: 
Citizens trying to have an influence in government composition, 
policies and decisions 
 
 
V06 
 
Main actor: Young members of a political party 
Main action: They are celebrating in an assembly by singing 
mottos. 
Relation to government: 
It is a political party, as a such they seek to have influence in 
government composition, policies and decisions  
 
 
 
V08 
 
Main actor: A group of federal 
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representatives 
Main action: They are occupying the main 
platform of their chamber. 
Relation to government: 
People in government: legislative power 
 
G
ro
u
p
 2
 
P02 
 
Main actor: Two men 
Main action: Almost kissing each other 
during a manifestation in support of a local 
law proposal on homosexual marriage and 
adoption. 
Relation to government: 
Influence in (support to) government 
policies and law initiatives. 
 
[T]hose are their rights, (in reference to 
marriage and adoption), they want them 
as laws,  and that, kind of goes with 
GOVERNMENT and politics, and it would 
be political participation. [Karina. Rural 
school] 
 
P13 
 
Main actor: Students and teachers 
Main action: Dialogue 
Relation to government: 
Dialogue takes place in the context of a 
faculty strike focused on demanding to 
government a rise in salary. 
 
They are making a demand to 
GOVERNMENT, they are discussing about 
their salary, and students want to go back 
to classes [Moises: urban school] 
P16 
 
Main actor: University students 
Main action: Studying together 
Relation to government: 
Unclear.  
They are demanding to GOVERNMENT 
better conditions, isn’t? Better 
classrooms… [Mario: urban school] 
They’re doing that to be taken into 
account , in order to be considered and 
that others see that the facilities are 
wrong.[…] It might be [a form of political 
participation] because they are doing it in 
order to call GOVERNMENT’s attention 
[Karina: rural school] 
 
V01 
 
Main actor: Women 
Main action: They are in a street 
manifestation against domestic violence 
Relation to government: 
Unclear 
Well, it is [political participation] because 
it involves the law, and then there is 
GOVERNMENT 
[Pedro: urban school] 
 
 
G
ro
u
p
 3
 
P01 
 There are no people from 
government depicted. 
One cannot infer from the content 
that the actors establish a 
relationship to government. 
 
P14 
 
 
V02 
 
 
G
ro
u
p
 4
 V03 
 
 
V07  
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Table 4.2 
Publicity as ‘openness’ from pictures and videos content 
                       Openness of the Setting 
 
The implicated groups in the actions depicted 
 
G
ro
u
p
 1
 
P05 
 
 
In the streets. Open to all. Women in general. The banner says “women’s world 
protest: all women, all the rights” 
 
P07 
 
Unknown. However, ballot boxes are mostly 
located in IFE’s local councils, public schools 
or public squares. Open to all 18+ and 
registered for voting in the federal elections 
 
Voting is supposed to have an effect in the whole 
country’s population. The photo shows an action which is 
not restricted to the woman portrayed, but opened to 
millions of people mostly in the same way. 
 
P12 
 
The chamber of diputados (federal 
representatives). Open to all, subject to 
room availability. Sessions are transmitted 
by Cable TV. 
 
Decisions in this chamber affect the Mexican population 
as a whole, or different strata of it. 
 
P15 
 
The cabildo’s room in the local offices of the 
municipality of Ecatepec (Palacio Municipal). 
These sessions are open to the general 
public subjected to room availability.  
 
Decisions in this organ affect people living in Ecatepec as a 
whole, or different strata of it. 
 
P17 
 
In the streets. Open to all. The teachers in the picture represent a subsection of the 
National Union Education Workers. The protest in itself 
has a direct consequence in people’s daily lives at the city 
of Oaxaca. 
 
V05 
 
The video shows different places, all of 
which are open to general access: parks, 
squares and streets, mainly. Open to all. 
 
Young people in the video explicitly invite others to 
support their party’s candidate.  
V06 
 
 
 
 
As a young delegation of a political party, they are about 
to be involved in the process of convincing the young 
electorate to vote for their candidates. 
 
V08 
 
The chamber of diputados (federal 
representatives). See P12 
  
G
ro
u
p
 2
 
P02 
 
In the streets. Open to all. The context of this encounter is a manifestation in favor of 
gay’s rights to marriage and adoption. 
 
P13 
 
In a Mexican public university. Access 
opened to all. 
Both parts in the photo represents their groups: students 
and teachers 
 
P16 
 
In an Argentinean public university. Access 
opened to all. 
Their demand regards the condition of the university’s 
facilities, which has not an exclusive affection on the 
students depicted. 
 
V01 
 
In the streets. Open to all. The manifestation is against sexual and domestic violence 
on Chilean women 
G
ro
u
p
 3
 P01 
 
It is supposed to be a supermarket. Open to 
all. 
She seems to be making a personal decision regarding 
which yogurt pot is going to buy. There is not a clear 
broader group implicated. 
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P14 
 
Undefined.  The way in which the picture is depicted left the spectator 
apart from the action. They seem to be arguing, but we do 
not the topic of discussion. There is not a clear broader 
group implicated. 
 
V02 
 
In a natural hilly setting. Open to all. They are singing and praying. They might be part of a 
broader religious group, but it is unknown. There seems to 
be no intention to convince others, they appear to be 
enjoying themselves singing this spiritual song. No explicit 
reference to a particular religion is made. There is not a 
clear broader group implicated. 
 
G
ro
u
p
 4
 
V03 
 
In the office of a private school’s counselor. 
Restricted to school’s students, personnel, 
or parents. 
They are clearly trying to solve a problem that exclusively 
affects the two students. The counselor is mediating the 
situation. There is no one else implicated. 
 
V07 
 
In the living room of a family house. Not 
open to all.  
It is a problem that the audience cannot completely 
understand. Comprehension seems to be restricted to the 
people involved.  There is not a clear broader group 
implicated. 
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Appendix 7: Four factorial analytical models that identify the latent variables Private, Government, and National as 
organising principles in students’ representations of PP 
MODEL 1:  A confirmatory model generation of the Public and Private dimensions as factors in students’ responses to Question 25 
                                                         MODEL A                                                       MODEL B (FINAL)  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
GOODNESS-OF-
FIT STATISTICS 
 
 
 
GOODNESS-OF- 
FIT STATISTICS 
 
CMIN= 46.430 
DF= 19 
p= .000 
 
 
CMIN= 10.197 
DF= 8 
p= .251 
 
NFI= .802 NFI= .935 
IFI= .873 IFI= .985 
TLI= .739 TLI= .957 
CFI= .862 CFI= .984 
RMSEA= .042 RMSEA= .018 
 ECVI=  .117 
LO=.097 HI=0.146 
Saturated  
Model = .106 
 
ECVI=  .058 
LO= .053 HI=0.73 
Saturated  
Model =.065 
 
HOLTER .01 
= 645 
 
HOLTER .01 
= 1630 
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MODEL 2: A confirmatory model generation of Government and No Government presence as factors in students’ responses to Question 
25 
MODEL A MODEL B  
  
 Goodness-of- 
 Fit Statistics: 
   CMIN= 96.772 
   DF=19 p= .000 
NFI= .588 
IFI= .640 
TLI= .259 
CFI= .609 
RMSEA 
= .070 
ECVI=.177 SM= .106   
LO=.145    HI=.219 
HOLTER 
.05= 258  
    CMIN= 2.678 
  DF=1  p= .110 
NFI= .918 
IFI= .947 
TLI= .259 
CFI= .926 
RMSEA 
= .045 
ECVI= .035 SM=.034 
LO=.033    HI=.046 
HOLTER 
.05= 1187 
 
MODEL C (FINAL)  
 
 
 
 
Goodness-of-fit Statistics: 
 
CMIN= 4.520   DF= 4   
p= .340 
NFI= .943     IFI= .993 
TLI= .970      CFI= .992 
RMSEA = .013 
ECVI=.044 SM= .048   
LO=.044    HI=.056 
 
HOLTER .05= 1736 
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In both figures (5.2 and 5.3), the final models improve all the goodness-of-fit statistics to a level 
of very good fitting (Byrne, 2010) , which means that the models represent the data very well. 
Likewise, the feasibility and statistical significance of all parameter estimates is achieved, and 
the correlation between the factors (latent variables) decreases significantly in the last model, 
suggesting an acceptable degree of independence (Byrne, 2010). Thus, the factors Public, 
Private, Government and No Government are clearly identified in students’ responses through 
the statements (observable variables) associated to them in the final models.  
 The very good fitting obtained, let me construct a factorial model of students’ 
representation of political participation, which includes the latent variables Public and 
Government (MODEL 3). The model has a very good fitting according to the goodness-of-fit 
statistics values. The feasibility and statistical significance of all parameter estimates is achieved, 
and the correlation between the factors (latent variables) is relatively low, suggesting an 
acceptable degree of independence. Due to the fact that the public character of participation 
(Public) and the presence of government (Government) are the factors derived from the five 
statements with the highest percentages of students’ answers YES, I understand this model as the 
dominant one in regard to students’ representation of political participation based on Question 
25.  
 The five statements presented as the observable variables in Model 3 are the ones which 
locate, directly or indirectly, political participation in a National arena. The three statements 
excluded from this model have an explicit reference to an international domain without any 
reference to a national (Mexican) context. Model 4 in the figure confirms this common factor 
between the five statements, a latent variable that I called National. This finding corroborates 
one of the main implications from the qualitative analysis: the public character of PP along with 
the presence of government as core elements in students’ representations circumscribes political 
participation to the national domain. 
 
 
 
306 
MODEL 3 
 
GOODNESS-OF-FIT 
STATISTICS 
CMIN= 4.723 
DF= 4 
p= .317 
NFI= .956 
IFI= .993 
TLI= .971 
CFI= .992 
RMSEA= .015 
 ECVI=  .044 
LO= .044 HI= 0.056 
SM = .048 
 
HOLTER .05= 1662 
MODEL 4  
 
GOODNESS-OF-FIT 
STATISTICS 
 
CMIN= 6.325 
DF= 5 
p= .276 
NFI= .940 
IFI= .987 
TLI= .956 
CFI= .985 
RMSEA= .018 
  
ECVI=  .044 
LO= .044 HI= 0.057 
SM = .048 
 
HOLTER .05 = 1448 
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Appendix 8: A note on Principal Components Analysis and the indexes of 
participation in school, family and communities in Chapter 8 
The weight of each indicator in the index of authentic decision-making in the school was 
determined using Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Since I also used this technique in 
the indexes of participation in family and communities. I explain present in the appendix a 
brief note on how PCA determines the weight of each indicator within the index.  
 PCA allowed me to derive a common component (the index) from three indicators 
based on the correlations among them. Normally, a good component is identified among 
variables that explain more than 50% of its variance (Field, 2009). In this case, the three 
indicators explain 54.4% of the component’s variance. For each indicator, PCE produces a 
factor loading which represents the Pearson correlation between the indicator and the new 
component. The weight of each indicator in the index is based on this correlation coefficient. 
This process assures the identification of a common component among different indicators (in 
this case what I call the general index of participation in school), as well as the index’s 
sensitiveness to variations in the original variables according to their weight in the common 
component. 
 
Appendix 9. Demographic predictors in the regression models (Chapter 8) 
 Gender (male vs. female). This is a dummy variable. As a predictor in the model it 
contrasts the effect that being female has in any of the three dependent variables 
against being male. 
 Urban vs. rural. This dummy variable measures the effect that living in a rural area 
has in the dependent variables in contrast to living in an urban one 
 Family composition. Considering that most of students live in families with four or 
more members, I constructed two dummy variables to measure the effect of living 
only with mother (or tutor) and father (or tutor), and living only with one parent or 
tutor, against all other possible combinations. The dummy variables are: 
 Four or more members vs. three members (Father and mother + participant) 
 Four or more members vs. two members (Father or mother + participant) 
 Degree of neighbourhood’s social marginality. This variable is an indicator of the 
socio-economic situation of students’ neighbourhood. It goes from 0, very low social 
marginality, to 4, very high social marginality. The different degrees respond to the 
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average score obtained in a student’s neighbourhood in the index of marginality (see 
Chapter 3), which was developed by the National Council of Population according to 
the data from the National Census 2010.  It is made of four dimensions: education, 
income, household’s goods, and households’ basic conditions. As stated in Chapter 3, 
I understand this variable as an indicator of the socio-economic status of participants. 
 Parents’ highest income standardised by occupation. This is a numerical variable 
which goes from 1 to 8. It selects the highest value from a participant’s mother or 
father’s occupation based on the national income’s Median by group of occupation 
developed by the National Institute of Statistics and Geography (see Chapter 3). 
Parents’ occupations, then, were ordered according to this national median. It is an 
indirect measurement of participants’ socio-economic status. 
 Parents’ highest level of education by years. This predictor selects the highest value 
from a participant’s mother or father’s education level. The variable was constructed 
by using the following equivalencies in regard to Question 10 in the questionnaire: 
Uncompleted primary education= 3 years, Primary education= 6 years; Secondary 
education= 9 years; Vocational medium education (post 16)= 11 years; Medium 
education= 12 years; Vocational higher education= 15 years; Higher education= 16; 
Postgraduate education= 18. This can be seen as an indicator of students’ cultural 
capital. Parents’ education level is frequently used as such. (INEE, 2007) 
 
 
 
